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FLORIDA KEYS MARINE SANCTUARY ACT
OF 1990

THURSDAY, MAY 10, 1990

U.S. House oOF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
OCEANOGRAPHY AND GREAT LAKES, AND THE SUBCOM-
MITTEE ON FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AND
THE ENVIRONMENT, COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE

AND FISHERIES,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittees met, pursuant to call, at 2 p.m., in Room
1334, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Dennis M. Hertel
(Chairman of the Subcommittee on Oceangraphy and Great Lakes)
presiding.

Members present: Representatives Hertel, Studds, Hoch-
brueckner, and Goss.

Staff present: Bill Ashworth, Professional Staff; Brian O’Malley,
Counsel; Ray O’Malley, Counsel; Judy Wells, Professional StaiT;
Lawrence G. Flick, Minority Professional Staff;, Joan Bondareff,
Counsel; Lisa Pittman, Minority Counsel; Jeff Pike, Professional
Staff; Lee Crockett, Professional Staff; Thomas O. Melius, Minority
Professional Staff; Bill Woodward, Staff Director, Fish and Wildlife
Subcommittee; and Peter Marx, Minority Professional Staff.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DENNIS M. HERTEL, A U.S. REP-
RESENTATIVE FROM MICHIGAN, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMIT-
TEE ON OCEANOGRAPHY AND GREAT LAKES

Mr. HErTEL. Good afternoon.

Today our subcommittees meet jointly to discuss H.R. 3719, the
“Florida Keys Marine Sanctuary Act of 1990.”

Last fall, three separate tanker groundings were reported along
the coral reef of Florida within a three-week period. These inci-
dents brought to light the need for action to be taken to protect the
Florida Keys coral reefs, and the fragile ecosystem which it sus-
tains.

H.R. 3719 would create a unified Florida Keys National Marine
Sanctuary, by including all areas of the Keys from the northeast-
ernmost boundary of the Key Largo Marine Sanctuary, to the west-
ernmost boundary of the Fort Jefferson National Monument in the
Dry Tortugas.

While we review this legislation, we must also keep in mind that
the Keys sustain a number of industries such as commercial fish-
ing, which largely contribute to the economy of the area.

H
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Our task is to balance environmental concerns with practical
economic ones, to insure that while we are protecting the coral
reef, we are not endangering jobs and trades which have been
thriving in the keys for generations.

Mr. HERTEL. Are there any other opening statements?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GERRY E. STUDDS, A U.S. REPRE-
SENTATIVE FROM MASSACHUSETTS, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOM-
MITTEE ON FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AND
THE ENVIRONMENT

Mr. Stupps. Thank you.

For almost 20 years the Marine Sanctuaries Program has played
an important role in our effort to preserve our coastal environ-
ment. Each of our existing sanctuaries is unique; and each has—to
one extent or another—been successful in preserving marine re-
sources of great value not only to particular state or region, but to
our Nation, as well.

The Florida Keys and especially the Florida Keys Coral Reef is
just such a resource. It is a national treasure almost as beautiful
and almost as valuable as the shoreline of Cape Cod.

I think that is an overstatement, frankly, but the staff got car-
- ried away. It must be protected.

I fully support the goals of this legislation; and I have enormous
respect for its sponsor. But although I approach the bill sympa-
thetically, I do so, as well, with two basic questions in mind.

First, I wonder whether it is wise, as H.R. 3719 proposes, to
bypass the consultation procedures contained in the Marine Protec-
tion, Research and Sanctuaries Act.

The very name, “Marine Sanctuary,” sounds simple and appeal-
ing. But, as we can see from some of the testimony today, sanctu-
. ary designations can raise hopes and arouse fears out of proportion
to the actual impacts of the program itself.

The law was designed to resolve conflicts, not create them, and
there are pre edures in the law that would help us do so. Why not
use them?

Second, I understand that the primary goal of this bill is to pro-
tect the fragile ecology of the coral reef. Coral does not take kindly
to getting rammed by a tanker.

Limiting commercial vessel traffic makes sense. Creating an
“International area to be avoided,” as we did for Nantucket Shoals
more than a decade ago, makes sense.

But if protecting the coral is the primary goal, we would also un-
derstand that a sanctuary designation is not enough. As several of
our witnesses today point out, it is pollution that is killing the reef,
not just freighters—pollution from agricultural runoff and residen-
tial and commercial development.

So as we discuss this legislation today, I hope Members will bear
in mind the existence of other bills, as well; including the Coastal
Defense Initiative and the Coastal Barrier Resources Act. Taken to-
gether, or in some combination, these bills could provide compre-
hensive protection for the keys.
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In closing, let me once again welcome the gentlemen from Flori-
da, and express my hope that we can work together closely in the
weeks ahead on this and related bills.

Mr. HeErTEL. Thank you.

It is my great pleasure and honor to have Congressman Fascell,
Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee in the House, and Sen-
ator Gral.am, here on our first panel.

They have done so much for the State of Florida.

We very inuch appreciate their leadership in this area, as well.

I recogi.ize Congressman Fascell for an introduction.

STATEMENT OF HON. DANTE B. FASCELL, A U.S.
REPRESENTATIVE FROM FLORIDA

Mr. FasciLL. Thank you.

I am pleased to present my distinguished colleague from the U.S.
Senate, not only a dear friend, a former Governor of Florida who
has been, for as long as I have known him, involved in providing
great leadership on all the environmental questions not only in
Florida, but nationwide.

I was pleased to hear both of you Chairmen recognize at the
outset the particular place of Florida's environmental sensitivity in
the course of matters. I doubt that there is another state in the
Union that has the same kinds of problems that affect both its en-
vironment and its people.

The Senator lived with that all through the time he was gover-
nor. Now he has continued his leadership in the Congress. I am
pleased that he has joined us not only here, but also in the efforts
to do what is right in trying to preserve Florida both environmen-
tally and for its growth. )

Mr. HERTEL. Senator Graham?

STATEMENT OF HON. BOB GRAHAM. A U.S. SENATOR FROM
FLORIDA

Senator GRAHAM. Thank you.

I wish to digress for a minute to say how much I appreciate that
warm introduction. It was 31 years ago this summer that I was a
Congressional intern in the office of a young Congressman from
Florida, Dante Fascell. That experience helped peak my interest in
government and services particularly here in Washington.

For that as well as a lifetime of generous friendship, 1 am eter-
nally indebted to Congressman Fascell and his wonderful witfe and
family that supports him so ably here in Washington.

Mr. Chairman, and distinguished Members of the subcommittees,
I thank you for the opportunity to comment today on the proposed
Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary and Protection Act.

My friend and colleague, Congressman Fascell, is the author of
this idea and has been the driving force for its imple:nentation.
Congressman Fascell has represented the people of Monroe County
for 34 years. His most recent proposal reflects his deep and genuine
(I:gncern for the human and the natural resources of the Florida

eys.

Mr. Chzirman, I am proud of the efforts which the State of Flori-
da has made to protect its resources during the last several decades
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of enormous growth. Florida recognized the importance of working
with the Federal Government to develop comprehensive plans for
conserving sensitive lands and water.

For example, the protection of the Everglades ecosystem has
gone far beyond the simple mapping of the park boundaries and
placement of a few Federal park officers. Protection of that unique
system represents a joint Federal, state and local effort to protect
endangered species, regulate water flow, to identify appropriate
areas for agricultural use, provide facilities for recreation and re-
?%_arch and support a fragile ecosystem rich with plant and animal
ife.

The coral reef tract along the coast of Florida is worthy of this
same type of comprehensive management scheme.

A number of witnesses today will illustrate the fragile nature of
the reef track and describe this unique ecosystem.

I would like to extend an invitation on behalf of Congressman
Fascell and the Florida delegation for you to visit the Florida Keys
and view the reef first-hand.

Only then will you be able -to fully appreciate the depth of our
concern.

I invite you to coun.e to the Keys not just so you can see the reef,
but so you can also witness the heavy flow of traffic on, around and
above it.

You will realize why we argue for a marine sanctuary designa-
tion.

Congressman Fascell's bill was offered in response to a highly
publicized grounding of large vessels, to which the Chairman has
previously referred.

Congressman Fascell and I know these groundings are only a
small part of the probleni. Daily, this coral reef is exposed to vari-
ous forms of abuse and misuse. Often unintentional.

Tourists on the water often anchor on the reef or bump against
it unaware that both actions cause serious damage. Even a small
scrape from a diver rubbing or standing on a reef can cause irre-
versible damage.

The National Marine Sanctuary Program is experienced in deter-
mining what sort of uses are compatible with the goals of resource
protection.

I have been impressed with the work they have done in coopera-
tion with the State of Florida in operating the already designated
sanctuary areas at Looe Key and Key Largo.

What we need now is a Keys-wide education, research and en-
forcement plan to see that the entire coral reef track is protected
without jeopardizing legitimate commercial and recreational activi-
ty.

This is the goal of the bill and goal of similar legislation which I
have offered in the Senate.

1 encourage you to act favorably on Congressman Fascell’s bill
and would be glad to answer any questions at the conclusion of his
comments.

Mr. HerTeL. Thank you very much, Senator.

Now the author of H.R. 3719, Congressman Fascell.

Mr. FasceLL. Thank you.
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First let me thank you for holding the hearings on this legisla-
tion and for other legislation which you are now considering, and
assure you right at the outset that I am perfectly willing to discuss
all legislation that the Committee is considering which directly, or
indirectly, affects the Florida Keys cr any other part of Florida.

We all have the same objectives.

We may have disagreements on how to achieve the objective, but
I have no problem with discussions because they are absolutely
necessary if we are going to make progress.

With respect to this one bill, let me just state, at tke outset, that
two things occurred.

One was the three ships that ran aground last year, two of which
occurred in an already declared sanctuary. And the question was,
how are you going to stop the groundings. The answer is you
cannot.

But a sanctuary, at least, provides the possibility that you can
collect some kind of fine and put that money back into the protec-
tion and restoration of that resource. That is one reason.

The other reason was that these particular events dramatized
something that we have all known has been occurring for a long
time, and that is the degradation of the entire reef.

When one considers that this is the last of the major unprotected
ecosystems in the United States, it requires the best judgment we
have from a local standpoint, a state standpoint and a Federal
standpoint to be sure that we do the right thing.

There are many concerns that have been raised by all kinds of
people with regard to the designation of a sanctuary, and they are
legitimate. There are always certain restrictions that come with
such a protection, simply by virtue of such a designation.

What I saw happening was that we all agree that something
needs to be done, even the most abundant user.

We all agree we don’t want the reef to die because not only is it
an ecological marvel, but it is also essential to the economy of the
Keys and South Florida. There are a lot of good reasons to make
sure that the reef doesn’t die, but what I saw was that we were
doing this piecemeal. By we, I mean everybody—the country, the
Congress, the departments, the state.

We had a state park; then we came along and we did a study on
Looe Key; then we did a study on something else. I even had a bill
for more studies for the possibility of the expansion of three sites.

You don’t have to be a genius to see that this is not the right
approach with respect to this reef. Now if you had isolated areas
that were separate and there was some reason to make a distinc-
tion, you might want to do that.

But here, the reef is the reef and the problems are probably simi-
lar, if not the same. It is degradation of water quality and misuse
that are damaging the reef. None of us know, and scientists dis-
agree, and I hope they will testify here—I am sure they will—on
how long you can keep doing this.

Therefore, 1 felt it was absolutely essential, and I am delighted
that Senator Graham joined in on this, to bring this issue to a head
and get everybody involved. It doesn’t make any difference what
business you are in or what conservation group you are in, but to
get the issue to a head somewhere in this government so that we
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can make a decision with respect to what we are going to do about
this reef and not let it die because of a salami technique.

That is the whole purpose of the bill. Obviously, there are many
adjustments that need to be made and there are going to be some
good ideas which will be offered. There are legitimate concerns
which will need to be satisfied. I have no doubt about that, but I
think that everybody needs, and should be allowed, to get involved
in this process some way.

I am also concerned, as some of the speakers after me will also
state, with the proliferation of agencies with jurisdiction in the
region. I know, and appreciate, that these committees here have
struggled with this problem.

What I would like to suggest for your consideration is that you
not necessarily formalize what is absolutely essential—an inter-
agency working group among all the government agencies. But
that you create an instrument that seems to have worked in other
areas so an advisory council which can coordinate all the Federal
agencies, all the state agencies, all the local agencies, and repre-
sentatives of the public who have interests, commercial or other-
wise, with respect to the management plan.

Senator Graham'’s bill provides 30 months for the development of
an overall management plan with all kinds of opportunities for
public input which, I believe is essential. I don’t know whether it
will take 30 months or 18 months, but we can leave that up to your
judgment based on the testimony you hear. While the process is
good, what we don’t need is simply another regulatory body with
limited jurisdiction.

If we are going to save this reef, and if it is going to provide both
ecology and economically, it is going to take the combined efforts of
all the agencies at all levels of government, including the people.
Nothing is going to work unless the people support it.

So whatever we are going to do has to have that kind of an over-
all emphasis to it and I am sure this Committee can, in its wisdom,
come up with that. There are many good suggestions already which
. I am willing to incorporate and I know many others will be making
suggestions to the subcommittees today which I think ought to be
considered very carefully.

One of the issues raised by commercial fishermen is why should
there be another regulatory agency when the regional fishery man-
agement councils we have got are doing a very good job? That is a
v_e(;'g fair question and I don’t think that process ought to be over-
ridden.

For example, here just lately, and I am sure my good friend who
represents the commercial fishermen who is here, has already seen
this. Scientists—big headline in the local paper—save snapper and
grouper. That is an absolute shock to me as a person who has
fished in the Florida Keys and around Miami all of my life. Snap-
per and groupers are one of the mainstays of fishing in the area.

I don’t know what the amount of the take is in the Florida area,
however, for them to come out and say that they are in danger of
disappearing is an absolute shock. I can’t tie this into the reef, but
I know that you got plenty of habitat there, and the reef is impor-
tant for snapper and grouper.
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Whether it is water pollution or overfishing or whatever, the
point is that this team of scientists wants to set aside Y% of the Fed-
eral waters off the Southeast United States as non-fishing zones
where it would be illegal to even wet a line.

I can see sports fishermen and commercial fishermen going right
up the flue as soon as they read this one.

They got three designated spots along the reefs. You don’t have
to have much of an imagination to see what the concerns are
whether you are going out there getting tropical fish, whether you
are a commercial fisherman, a sports fisherman, a boater, etc. ..

The Executive Director of the Organized Fishermen of Florida,
derry Sansom, made the obwvious statement. ““All know that Red
Snapper is in serious trouble. We are not adverse to doing what-
ever needs to be done to protect the resources so long as it is ap-
plied equally to everyone.” That is just one concern expressed by
commercial fishermen. There are many other concerns, and you
will hear from them.

All T am saying, and I am citing this particular case, is there is
good justification for saying the mechanisms that exist that people
have confidence in ought to be used. The management plan that
will eventually be developed together should, if this Committee
goes along with the concept of this legislation, have the oversight
responsibility to see that the coordinated work at the Federal,
state, and local level is coordinated so it really does the job for us.

Suffice to say, gentlemen, we have a very serious problem. What
we are trying to do here, as representatives of the people is the
normal requirement of a balancing act between saving the environ-
ment and allowing people to use it properly, That is a tough, and
difficult job.

We are managing slowly but I don’t know that we the people are
ahead of the curve yet in this country or in this case. When one
looks at the rest of the world, you get totally frustrated by thinking
of how much water is already dead. I remember testimony in this
Committee when we tried to put together a consortium of all the
academic institutions on the Gulf of the Coast of the United States
because of the concern that the run-off and other factors had killed
or are about to kill the Gulf of Mexico.

That was, gentlemen, 20 years ago, and as far as I know, nothing
has been done except allowing people to drill for oil. Such drilling
would really destroy us in Florida. I think we all agree, all of us,
users and non-users and conservationists, that tine last thing that
would be beneficial to anybody would be if the Administration de-
termines to go forward with drilling off the coast of Florida.

We have been waiting patiently for an announcement from the
President, but it hasn’t come yet. There are got bills, which I have
co-sponsored, to prohibit drilling, de-authorize it to cancel the
leases in the area, and we also have requests pending before Appro-
priations Committees to extend the moratorium to prevent the
drilling. All I am saying is that if there is any way you can do it in
this bill, you ought to do it in this bill.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Dante Fascell follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. DANTE FaASCELL, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM
FLor1iDA

Mr. Chairmen, and Members of the subcommittees, I thank you for holding this
hearing on the legislation 1 have introduced to protect the living coral reefs in the
Florida Keys, the only such ecosystem in North America. Creating a unified Florida
Keys National Marine Sanctuary would give this unique resource a designation
comparable to its national significance. There are many people who, like me, have
fished and swam in the Florida Keys for years who can tell you of other days when
tt“he water was cleaner and the fish were more abundant. Sadly, those days are gone
orever.

When three commercial freighters ran aground on the coral reefs last year, all of
the threasts to the survival of the coral reefs were brought squarely into focus. These
threats include vessel groundings, uneducated and careless use of the resource and
poor water quality. We now have a golden opporiunity to make something good
come out of these groundings by taking positive action to save the precious resource
that brings people to the Florida Keys to live and play and which supports the
marine life so vital to the economy—the coral reefs.

My original bill was introduced in order to get the issue aired before the last ses-
sion of Congress adjourned. We did not have time to consult the governments in-
volved or the various interest groups. Since then, however, many people have made
constructive suggestions as to how this proposal can be improved and refined, but
no one has argued against the need to protect the reef. I am pleased that, recogniz-
ing your time constraints, so many of those who have expressed concern over this
proposal are here today to provide their comments. I am also pleased that Senator
Bob Graham, who has introduced similar legislation in the Senate, is here. With
this hearing, we move ancther step closer to vroviding the needed protections for
the coral reefs.

Since my bill was introduced, I have had the benefit of hearing the views of many
interested parties and, based on these comments, I would like to offer some recom-
mendations as to how this legislation can be improved. One of the more appealing
aspects of the National Marine Sanctuary Program (NMSP) is that, for each re-
source, a tailored management plan is always developed. Since the introduction of
my legislation, there have been many constructive comments as to what should be
included in the management plan. Therefore, I ask that provision for a comprehen-
sive management plan be contained in the final version of this legislation.

One potential problem which will face the managers of the proposed sanctuary is
the number of different government agencies, particularly at the state and Federal
levels, which are currently managing lands and programs in the Florida Keys.
Without including a coordinated mechanism which ensures cooperation among the
Federal, state, and local governments in this legislation, we simply will not be doing
all that we can to protect the reefs. Thus, it might be a good idea to include a provi-
sion for such a mechanism in the bill.

One of the most overt threats to the area, and one which I have long opposed, is
the threat of offshore oil and gas exploration. The Department of the Interior previ-
ously sought to lease this area for oil and gas development. As we work to create
this sanctuary, it makes no sense to allow such a detrimental activity in an area to
which we are granting a significant environmental designation. Therefore, I ask
that you include a prohibition on mining, mineral extraction, and hydrocarbon ex-
ploration, development, or production in this legislation as a necessary protection to
the proposed Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary.

The NMSP has shown that it is a flexible tool in balancing the various needs of
each individual resource through the management plans it promulgates. Many
people have urged that the management plan for the proposed sanctuary be similar
to the approach employed to preserve Australia’s Great Barrier Reef. Their manage-
ment concept designates zones for various uses in different areas, but leaves ap-
proximately 98 vercent in the ‘‘general use zones” and open to most activities.

I support this type of approach, but it must be applied with caution because the
Florida Reef Tract is not nearly as large as the Great Barrier Reef. The manage-
ment plan that is implemented should enable those who make their livelihood from
the reefs to continue to be able to do so. While the reefs are an ecological treasure,
they are also a valuable economic and recreational resource. For various cultural,
historic, and economic needs, activities such as commercial and recreational fishing
and treasure salvaging must be allowed to continue responsibly where they will not
cause damage to the reef itself. The consideration of the continuance of these activi-
ties must be a factor in the formulation of the management plan in a manner which
is consistent with the NMSP’s mission.
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One of the Florida Keys' most important industries is commercial fishing. This
has been one of the more controversial aspects of sanctuary designations in the past,
and it is in this proposal as well. Representatives of both the commercial and tropi-
cal fish industries have expressed a degree of comfort for the administration of fish-
eries policies to continue to be administered by the bodies currently regulating these
activities. Fishermen understand the need for sound management of fisheries, but
we must ensure that they are allowed to continue to earn a livelihood.

The impetus for this legislation was the series of vessel groundings last year, and
it is probably the easiest threat to address. The Coast Guard has submitted, and the
President has endorsed, a proposal to the International Maritime Organization
which would create an “area to be avoided’” for commercial shipping traffic off
much of the Florida Reef Tract. As the provisions of H.R. 3719 indicate, 1 also sup-
port this proposal which essentially pushes commercial shipping traffic approxi-
mately 10 miles offshore, while exempting certain channels. I am pleased that the
Coast Guard has initiated this proposal and that, according to U.S. representatives
to the IMO, early indications are that it will be favorably received by that body.

The proposed two-nautical-mile buffer zone from areas determined to be of “eco-
logical significance and navigation hazard” is very germane to what we are trying
to accomplish. The deterrent for an "area to be avoided” is that insurers will not
cover claims for damages caused by a vessel in these areas, which gives captains a
strong incentive to comply with such a designation. If caught, vessels travelling
inside the buffer zone would be cited for violating the law and these citations would
be reported to the vessel's insurance carrier. Properly observed and enforced, these
designations will substantially assist our efforts to regulate commercial shipping
passages through the Straits of Florida and protect the coral reefs.

The Florida Keys are blessed with a weaith of marine rescurces which we know
need to be protected from the number of threats they face. The damage to the coral
reefs from last year's accidents was extensive, but we were fortunate that these ac-
cidents occurred in Federally protected waters because it gave the Government legal
avenues to assess fines and penalties and pursue monetary damages in the courts.
What these groundings showed us, though, is how vulnerable and unprotected this
area has been to a major catastrophe and how some sort of designation is needed.

Had these groundings taken place in unprotected waters, and had their cargos
spilled into the water, it is conceivable that there could be very little legal recourse
to pursue monetary damages. While the issue was being argued in the courts, the
people whose livelihood depend on the reefs, and the reefs themselves, would suffer.
This is one reason to create a unified Florida Keys Sanctuary. Another good reason
is that all fines and penalties for violations in a National Marine Sanctuary are re-
turned to that individual sanctuary for restoration of the damaged resource.

One of the issues which many have addressed on this proposal is the very serions
problem of poor water quality in the area. Scientists, fishermen, divers, and other
can explain how poor water quality affects the entire ecosystem in the region. Need-
less o say, like any other polluted habitat, poor water quality makes it increasingly
more difficult for the resource to sustain life. At this time, there is strong evidence
that fertilizer runoff from South Florida's agricultural lands, sewage discharge in
Dade County. and various sources of runoff from the Keys are—all contributing to
the continuing degradation of water quality. Some very good data has been pro-
duced. but there has never been enough of a commitment in funding to determine
precisely which sources are responsible for exactly which problems. We must find
these answers soon, and we must turn them into strong and effective policies to
combat the preblem.

Without the substantial commitment to build a data base, develop programs and
methods to improve water quality, and constant monitoring of water quality,
marine sanctuary designation will not save the reefs. A good first step would be to
provide the necessary funding to enable NOAA to manage the sanctuary and meet
its needs. NOAA officials have told me that thev estimate first year start-up costs
for the proposed sanctuary to be $750,000; I urge vou to include such an authoriza-
tion in this legislation.

Several people on both sides of this proposal have correctly stated that creating
the sanctuary and adequately funding it are two different matter-. 1 have consist-
ently supported full funding for this program, and on several occasions requested

such funding from the Appropriations Committee. Qur Nation's marine environ-
ment has only just begun to get the attention it deserves; this program should not
have to rob Peter to pay Paul with its scarce resources. I will continue to support
increased funding for this program and, with several new sanctuaries in the pipe-
line, I hope that, during the next reauthorization of the NMSPF, you will increase
the authorization levels for this important program.
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The only living coral reef in North America deserves to be fully protected and the
sanctuary program provides the flexibility by allowing compatible uses. Some people
may have to get used to doing things a little differently and, yes, there may be some
areas that are restricted from certain activities. That is the price we all must pay if
we are going to do what is right and what is necessary to preserve the integrity of
the reef system. It is clear that the job is too big for the county, the state, the Feder-
al Government, or the private sector to tackle individually; but it is not too big if all
groups work together to do what needs to be done.

Mr. HErTEL. This week we had hearings on three different sub-
jects. Yesterday, we were talking about protecting beaches. We
found out in New Jersey their biggest industry is tourism. I would
imagine in Florida tourism is the number one industry, particular-
ly in the Keys.

There is nothing more important than the ecology of the Keys
and protecting this reef system, as you say, for future generations.
This stands as a responsibility of all Americans. Since both of you
represent this area in particular, aren’t the economic pinnings also
dependent upon visitors and tourists and, therefore, the protection
of this ecological system?

Mr. GrRaAHAM. The three principal sources of economic activity in
the Florida Keys are fishing, both commercial and recreational,
tourism and increasingly as a second, a retirement home area. All
of those are dependent on the quality of water. That is the essen-
tial resource which attracts people to come to visit, to stay and to
use that resource. So, this is not just an issue of environmental pro-
tection. It is also an issue of economic survival.

Mr. HEerTeEL. Senator, what might be your prediction on the
Senate legislation S. 2247 as to progress and timing?

Mr. GrRaHAM. Well, as in all things, the Senate looks to the
House to move first with wisdom——

Mr. FasceLL. Especially vigor.

Mr. HerTEL. If this legislation is adopted, the Governor of Flori-
da could eliminate certain areas of the sanctuary if they align state
managed waters. Do you have any indication of the current gover-
nor’s position on this question?

Mr. FasceLL. I don’t.

Mr. GRaHAM. I do not. To my knowledge, a position has not been
formulated yet. I understand that it is going through the normal
staffing process of the environmental agencies which will conclude
with a recommendation to the executive for a position. They have
not reached that point as of now.

Mr. FascerL. Mr. Chairman, I forgot to mention the fact that
with respect to groundings, one of the original concepts was to get
the U.S. Government to go to the International Maritime Organiza-
tion (IMO) and get a designated ‘‘area to be avoided.”

I am happy to say that is in the process and in the mill now. I
think that is very essential. I don’t know whether it is necessary to
legislate this since the matter is being taken care of administra-
tively. I see no problem with this as long as recommended channels
are preserved for transportation, commercial, and other legitimate
uses.

Mr. HErTEL. Chairman Studds?

Mr. Stupps. I have no questions. I want to thank Senator
Graham and my distinguished Chairman. For a moment I thought
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r)v.?lwere going to negotiate Central American policy as well in this
ill. '

Mr. FasciLL. I am ready.

Mr. Stupbs. I know, I know.

Thank you for your indication of readiness to talk not only about
this bill, but to the other——

Mr. FasceLr. May I say on coastal barriers, obviously the big
question with regard to the reef is water run off. We have had tre-
mendous, shall I say, growing and evolutionary pains in the Keys
in terms of where we are going to be between what we are, what
we want to be, and what normal growth is.

I don’t know that there is such a thing as normal growth in the
Keys because it is God's paradise. Everybody wants to come there
and everybody wants to build there. Every time you get one more
person, you got additional problems. Whether run-off comes from
the phosphate or the sugar plantations up around Lake Okeecho-
bee, or whether it comes from run-off in Dade County, in Miami
just north, or whether the Keys themselves contribute to it. The
problem is we need to get a handle on the question of degradation
of water quality.

All I say is let’s find an acceptable way to do that and if we had
been able to do what is suggested in terms of catching the land
before it was so highly developed, we would have had a better
chance. It is more difficult now.

Nevertheless, it is essential, so I am ready to sit down and talk
not only with you, but with anyone with regard to this. I just did
not feel that the initial approach, which is the redefinition of a bar-
rier island, was a sound approach to deal with the problem.

I do not deny the extent of the problem and I appreciate the ef-
forts that you are making to try to come to grips with it.

Mr. Stupps. I want you to know that is not solely because we
have a shared constituency. I don’t know about you, but I resent
those constituents of mine who spend the summer in my district
and the winter in yours.

Mr. FasceLL. As long as they keep it green.

Mr. Stupps. We will look into that. I think it is essential to look
into this in January or February. Thank you very much.

Mr. FasceLL. I agree.

Mr. GRaAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I hope you will be checking on it
for purposes of the oversight legislation, it having been previously
passed and signed into law by January or February.

Mr. Stupps. In either event. Thank you.

Mr. HErRTEL. Mr. Goss?

Mr. Goss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just want to ask if you
would be willing to turn that line on the corner and take it a little
bit farther up the West Coast.

Mr. FascerL. How much further do you want to go?

Mr. Goss. We could work out something. I wanted to express my
admiration and respect for the work you have done, to bring this to
our attention, bring this to a head.

I think conceptually this is the right way to go. I know there are
adjustments that need to be made. I have had the representation
from local government already. I come from that school myself. I
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ﬁm very sympathetic to some of the problems they are going to
ave,

I think we will have testimony on that today, and that is going
to be important. We have already had some comment that there is
a process going on to bring the state in at the Governor’s level,
which I think is extremely important because this is still an area
of critical state concern. -

It may or may not be a while longer. I think those are doable
problems. I look forward to helping you all make those things come
to pass. I thank you very much. I would certainly like to pay spe-
cial credit to now Senator, then Governor Graham, who made me
aware of some of these problems many years ago and got me per-
sonally involved.

This is a special moment for me, and I say thank you. We will
try to get it done right. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HErTEL. We thank you very much.

Mr. Tim Keeney, Director of Office of Coastal Resource Manage-
ment, NOAA; and James R. White, Chief of Short Range Aids to
Navigation Division, Office of Navigation Safety and Waterways,
U.S. Coast Guard. -

We are going to continue under the five-minute rule for all wit-
nesses. We would like to allow you to submit any written testimony
that you would like to for a period of 45 days. But we would like
you to summarize.

There will be points for brevity and originality. The Subcommit-
tee doesn’t need to hear the same thing over and over. We can pick
up on it. It is the same rule we hold ourselves to as Members of the
Committes. We hold ourselves to five minutes as well.

Mr. HErTEL. Mr. Keeney?

STATEMENTS OF TIM KEENEY, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF COASTAL
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT, NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOS-
PHERIC ADMINISTRATION AND CAPTAIN JAMES R. WHITE,
CHIEF OF SHORT RANGE AIDS TO NAVIGATION DIVISION,
OFFICE OF NAVIGATION SAFETY AND WATERWAYS, U.S. COAST
GUARD HEADQUARTERS

Mr. KeeNEY. Thank you very much. I am pleased to be here
today to relay to the Committee the Administration’s support for
efforts to further the protection and management of the coral reefs
off the Florida Keys; and to provide Department of Commerce
views on H.R. 3719, the “Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary
Act of 1989.” T am accompanied by Joseph Uravitch, Chief of the
Me:ine and Estuarine Management Division (MEMD). I have sub-
mitted a copy of my prepared testimony and ask that, with the
Chairman’s permission, it become part of the record.

I want to clearly state at the outset that the Administration op-
poses Congressional intervention into the marine sanctuary desig-
nation process. The current process of nomination, evaluation and
designation works well and ensures that all points of view are con-
sidered. However, because Congress initiated the designation proc-
ess for the Florida Keys when it passed the 1988 amendments of
the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA)
and the initial results of NOAA'’s site studies support designation,
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we do nct oppose this particular intervention. We do oppose, how-
ever, any future Congressional intervention in the designation
process.

President Bush recently expressed how important he believed it
was to protect these reefs. While in the Florida Keys for Earth Day
last month he said, ‘“The Florida coral reefs are one of the most
diverse ecosystems in the world and a unique national treasure.
Protecting the reefs from damage, both from vessel groundings and
pollution, is imperative.”

This bill would restrict certain commercial vessel traffic in
waters off the Florida Keys out to the 300-foot isobath and author-
ize penalties, including vessel seizure and forfeiture, for violations.
Nothing can guarantee that a large vessel will not run aground
again, but the effect of this bill in deterring future groundings will
be significant. Vessel crews will exercise more care in transiting
the area and owners will be more diligent in assuring the mechani-
cal condition of their vessels and the competence of their crews.

The Florida Keys and their surrounding waters form an extreme-
ly sensitive and valuable marine ecosystem. The coral reef ecosys-
tem is a complex ecological network encomnpassing several closely
interrelated terrestrial and aquatic habitats. The coral rcefs are
the most well-known of these habitats and are vitally important to
the economy of the area. The Florida Reef Tract is the third largest
barrier reef system in the world and is unique in the coastal waters
of the United States.

H.R. 3719 is a first step to deal with the hazards to the Florida
Keys posed by commercial vessel traffic, particularly the larger
ships that have the potential for disastrous environmental impacts.
To be more effective, the bill should take advantage of the compre-
hensive approach to the conservation and management of special
areas of the marine environment found in the MPRSA. The sanctu-
ary designation standards and procedures fourd in the MPRSA
should be incorporated to ensure that this distinctive area will be
protected for continued long-term compatible human uses. This
would ensure that the ‘‘unified Florida Keys National Marine
Sanctuary” would represent a true National Marine Sanctuary, as
defined by the MPRSA.

The comprehensive management provisions of the MPRSA would
allow H.R. 3719 to go beyond large vessel groundings and address
some of the multitude of resource management issues facing the
Florida Keys. While the sanctuary program alone cannot resolve
all the resource management problems facing the Florida Keys, it
could provide a large measure of added protection for the marine
resources and complement state and local efforts.

This additional protection would not be based solely on regula-
tion and enforcement, but rather would incorporate management
measures, such as mooring buoys that would allow users to visit
the reefs without the risk of damage from anchoring, education to
encourage wise use of the marine environment, and research to
monitor resource quality and predict the effects of continued use.
NOAA has many years of experience in the successful manage-
ment of marine protected areas in the Florida Keys. The existing
Key Largo and Looe Key National Marine Sanctuaries have dem-
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onstrated the ecological and commercial benefits of preserving
these areas for future generations.

I would like to point out that public perception of and apprecia-
tion for National Marine Sanctuaries has never been higher. The
multiple-use approach of the National Marine Sanctuary Program
has been the key to ensuring resource protection while maintain-
ing public enjoyment and use. In Florida, NOAA has developed
close links with user groups, such as the dive industry, to encour-
age resource protection both inside and outside the boundaries of
the two existing sanctuaries. We have provided training and tech-
nical assistance in many aspects of sanctuary management to nu-
merous countries seeking to establish protected areas to preserve
their marine resources.

Under the 1988 amendments to the MPRSA, NOAA was instruct-
ed to study three areas in the Florida Keys and determine whether
they were appropriate for designation as National Marine Sanctu-
aries. They are described in my written testimony. Preliminary
field surveys were carried out during the summer of 1989. Initial
indications are that the resources in these areas would quality for
sanctuary status and that management as a marine sanctuary
would provide improved resource protection.

The Department of Commerce supports efforts to revise the bill
to allow the designation of the proposed area as a sanctuary and
give the Secretary of Commerce the authority to promulgate regu-
lations consistent with his authority to regulate and manage Na-
tional Marine Sanctuaries. Shortening the designation process in
this manner would not circumvent the spirit of public involvement
in the process articulated in the MPRSA. The process would in-
clude public hearings and numerous opportunities for public input.
Under the National Environmental Policy Act and the Administra-
tive Procedures Act, NOAA would still be requirea to conduct envi-
ronmental analyses, publish draft regulations and seek public com-
ments.

Regarding the proposed boundary, the Department of Commerce
recommends that the westernmost boundary of the area be Rebec-
ca Shoal to eliminate any overlap with an existing protected area,
Fort Jefferson National Monument. We also recommend that the
sanctuary boundary be defined on the Gulf of Mexico side of the
Florida Keys by following the Coast Guard’s Are To Be Avoided
(ATBA) boundary back to Key West and then using U.S. Route 1 as
the landward boundary. Additional consideration should be given
to expanding the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior by
ext};enc%ling the boundaries of Biscayne National Park to the 300-foot
isobath.

In conclusion, we believe that the coral reefs off the Florida Keys
merit the additional protection that Mr. Fascell’s bill would pro-
vide, as well as added benefits under full National Marine Sanctu-
ary status. The Administration is committed to the conservation
and sound effective management of this valuable area in conjunc-
tion with state and local governments. We look forward to review-
ing the revised bill and working with the Committee in ensuring
the preservation of one of our Nation’s most unique treasures.

This concludes my prepared statement. I will be glad to answer
any questions you may have.
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[The prepared statement of Mr. Keeney can be found at the end
of the hearing.]

STATEMENT OF CAPTAIN JAMES R. WHITE

Captain WHiTE. Good afternoon.

With your permission, I will summarize my record and ask it be
printed in the record in its entirety.

I am Captain James White, Chief of the Short Range Aids to
Navigation Division of the Coast Guard’s Office of Navigation
Safety and Waterway Services. I am pleased to appear before you
today to present the Coast Guard’s views on the Florida Keys Na-
tional Marine Sanctuary bill introduced by Congressman Fascell.

I have had the privilege of visiting the Key Largo and Looe Key
National Marine Sanctuaries and seeing first hand the beautiful
coral reefs and vast array of living plants and animals that rely on
the reef for food, shelter and breeding sites. It is truly a national
treasure and should be protected.

The Coast Guard recognizes the environmental sensitivity of the
Florida Coral Reefs and supports the intent of the bill to protect
them. Last fall three commercial vessels grounded along the Flori-
da reefs within the boundaries of the Key Largo National Marine
Sanctuary and the Fort Jefferson National Monument West of Key
West.

While not resulting in pollution, the groundings caused consider-
able damage to the living coral. Vessel groundings and the risk of
oil spills from those groundings are a serious threat to the contin-
ued vitality of the reefs.

This bill would protect the marine environment of the Florida
Keys by designating one large sanctuary, the Florida Keys Nation-
al Marine Sanctuary.

While we support the bill’s intent, it does raise some concerns
which I will address today.

First, the bill describes the sanctuary area as censisting of all
submerged lands and waters within the seaward boundary of the
12-mile Territorial Sea of the United States. In a December 27,
1988, proclamation, President Reagan extended the U.S. territorial
sea from three to 12 nautical miles for international purposes.

If the intent of the bill is to ensure that the entire sanctuary will
extend to the full breadth of the 12-mile territorial sea, then the
sanctuary should be described as ‘“‘all waters within 12 nautical
miles from the base lines of the United States established in ac-
cordance with international law.”

This description would place the entire sanctuary within the ter-
rli'!torialll sea and would aid enforcement of regulations issued under
this bill.

Section 6 of the bill seeks to require the Secretary of Transporta-
tion to submit a proposal to the international Maritime Organiza-
tion to designate the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary as
an area to be avoided by commercial shipping.

The Coast Guard has already submitted a proposal to the Inter-
national Maritime Organization for an area to be avoided off the
Florida reefs. We recommended that all vessels carrying cargoes of
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oil and hazardous materials and all vessels greater than 50 meters
in length avoid the area.

The area to be avoided begins south of Miami and extends to and
includes the Dry Tortugas Islands. The area to be avoided is ap-
proximately ten miles off the Florida coast and approximately 5
miles off the reefs.

The Coast Guard worked with the State of Florida to develop a
proposal for an area to be avoided to attempt to prevent larger ves-
sels from running aground and damaging the coral reefs. Public
meetings were held in Miami and Key West to gather information
and public views on the proposal.

The area to be avoided proposed to the International Maritime
Organization encompasses the coral reefs, but also provides for con-
tinued essential local traffic through Hawk Channel as well as
access to necessary anchorage areas near the port of Key West.
These local needs were clearly conveyed to us by the public at the
meetings.

That concludes my statement. I will be happy to answer any
questions you may have.

[The prepared statement of Captain White can be found at the
end of the hearing.]

Mr. HerTeL. We thank you. We are going to dispense of ques-
tions. The questions will be submitted to you. You can answer at
your leisure.

Mr. HERTEL. The next panel will be Henry Feddern, Scientific Li-
aison, Florida Marine Life Association. Mr. Pat Yananton, Preser-
vation of our Rights as Individuals to Discovery and Exploration;
Ms. Pam Martin, Organized Fisherman of Florida, State Vice Presi-
dent at Large; Mr. Peter Ryan, Vice-President, Monroe County
C.AR.ES, Concerned Area Residents for Environmental Sanity)
and Commissioner Douglas M. Jones, Board cf County Commission-
ers, District 3, Key West, Florida.

The witness will Commissioner Jones, please.

STATEMENTS OF HENRY FEDDERN, SCIENTIFIC LIAISON, FLORI-
DA MARINE LIFE ASSOCIATION; PAT YANANTON, PRIDE (PRES-
ERVATION OF OUR RIGHTS AS INDIVIDUALS TO DISCOVERY
AND EXPLORATION); PAM MARTIN, ORGANIZED FISHERMAN
OF FLORIDA, STATE VICE PRESIDENT AT LARGE, DIRECTOR,
UPPER KEYS CHAPTER; PETER RYAN, VICE PRESIDENT,
MONROE COUNTY C.A.R.E.S, CONCERNED AREA RESIDENTS
FOR ENVIRONMENTAL SANITY; AND COMMISSIONER DOUGLAS
M. JONES, BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, DISTRICT 3

Mr. JonNEes. I am Commissioner Doug Jones from Monroe County.
We are opposing the sanctuary bill for various reasons. One, of
course, we have been in Monroe County, I hear there are repre-
sentatives on the Federal level telling you how much growth we
have had in Monroe County.

In actuality we have between five and six percent of the land
mass as all that we can develop, five to six percent.

All of the rest of that land mass in Monroe County is either a
Federal park, a state park, a Navy base or is owned by some gov-
ernment agency or some wildlife group. So you are talking about
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five to six percent. The wild life groups are buying it up as fast as
they can and taking it off the tax roles.

Monroe County came together for the first time in its history.
Every faction that you see sitting in this room today against each
othey came together on one issue. That was the oil drilling. We all
werg against that because we know the reef is our only resource.

That is all we have left. To give it up to Federal protection is
ludicrous. If you only want the reef, that would be fine. But your
bill leaves in it the caveat to the state politicians who are running
this year to become, ‘“‘greut ecologists.”

They can incorporate themselves within the reef, which takes it
right up to the shore line, right up to the people’s front yards or
backyards, whichever. They can’t build docks into it. They can’t go
out of their canals because they are right in the middle of it.

It is like putting us in the middle of Yeilowstone National Park.
We really don’t need that. You talk about the danger to the reef is
pollution. I heard that from all of the gentlemen sitting up here so
far. How it must be protected. You may not be aware that Monroe
County is the first county in the State of Florida to go through a
land use plan.

Senator Graham as Governor started that. We are the experi-
ment. We don’t wish to be another experiment. It almost destroyed
us. We needed it to be done, but what it caused was an explosion of
growth, people panicking that they were not going to be able to
build their homes.

We used up all of our infrastructure within four years. It should
have lasted 15 to 20 years. That is what that plan did for us. It
blew us out of the water. Now we as local politicians are fighting
desperately to correct these pressures. We are going through a
process that is the most stringent process that any county in this
United States has to go through as far as growth management.

If you want to build a fence in Monrce County, it goes to the
state. They check it out. And if they say, no, and we say, yes, we
have to go to the Governor and cabinet to say we want that fencea-
bility. That is where we are at, people.

We are not some loose cannons up and down the Keys building
condos and building this and building that. It is a very stringent
plan that we are putting together that is going to guide us into the
next 20 years and will be state law.

Me and two of my buddies, can’t change it tomorrow and say,
yes, we are going to desecrate the water to kill the reef. You are
trying to protect something here and three to four to five miles, de-
pending on where you are at, is state waters.

Every one of these countries is going through this. They are
going to have to control their own water quality. We are doing a
water quality study now. We are going to the most stringent meth-
ods of treating our sewage now.

We are hauling our garbage out of Monroe County. We don’t
want anymore land fills. Right now. All these things are being
done. Let us do it. We don’t need to be adopted by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

We don’t need you to come in and take care of us. We have prob-
lems with ships hitting the reef. You are handling that. You are
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moving the shipping out. We have problems with degradation of
the reef that is there.

Help us treat that with scientists and biologists. But, you are not
going to have an impact on the water quality because the big coun-
ties that have the power, they are going to keep doing it until their
land use plan changes.

So, please, I implore you, do not adopt us. Help us. Come down
there with a comprehensive plan of helping the reef. We all agree
it is our only resource. We are not going to destroy it. The destiny
of its pollution is over.

We cannot now pollute that reef because of the things we have to
put in our land use plan are going to prevent that. If that is your
fear, that it can be changed, it has to go through the legislature to
be changed once it is adopted.

We are under tremendous restraints in Monroe County. We do
not need anymore. We don’t need rules set up from our shore line
all the way to the reef. Please. We in Monroe County have voted
not to accept this because of these reasons.

If you must do it, just do it in Federal waters. I would like the
information that we sent up earlier to become part of the record
because I threw my speech away after listening to all of this today.

Mr. HERTEL. No problem.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Jones can be found at the end of
the hearing.]

Mr. HErTEL. Mr. Feddern?

STATEMENT OF HENRY FEDDERN

Dr. FEppErN. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, I appreciate
your invitation to speak on behalf of many citizens who contribute
to the local and national economy and who will be significantly
damaged financially by the proposed marine Sanctuary. I am the
Scientific liaison for the Florida Marine Life Association, a trade
group of fishermen and many others who deal with marine aquari-
um organisms.

I have bachelor, master, and doctorate degrees in marine biology
from the University of Miami, have engaged in marine aquaculture
for seven years, and have been active in the Marine Life Fishery
for the past 34 years.

The habitat maps spread out before vou cover the reef areas be-
tween Miami and Key West. Accompanying the maps is a research
paper giving an excellent introduction to the ecology of the reefs. 1
consider this publication, “The Ecology of the South Florida Coral
Reefs: A Community Profile,” published by Minerals Management
Service (MMS84-0038) to be vital reading by anyone required to
decide coral reef issues and needing a broad understanding of the
reef environment. It is written in layman terms, but also includes
the backup scientific data. My calculations of total areas, coral
areas, and coral percentages were derived from these data.

The 156-mile length of reef covered by the maps, when multi-
plied by the distance from shore to the 300-foot isobath, yields an
area of about 1300 square miles. This is %3’s of the area included in
the Sanctuary bills. The combined area of Biscayne National Park,
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Pennekamp State Park, and Key Largo and Looe Key national
Marine Sanctuaries, is 475 square miles.

This 475 square miles, or 36.5 percent of the total area, contains
43.6 percent of the coral areas, and includes the best coral areas.
The remaining coral areas are much less desirable, as indicated in
“The Florida Keys Sanctuary Expansion Study Draft” of Septem-
ber 28, 1989, developed by the Sanctuaries office.

The present mix of sanctuaries, parks and so-called unprotected
areas has resulted in a delicate peaceful balance of uses by a wide
variety of user groups. This balance is being adversely affected by
outside forces, including sanctuary proposals.

The present sanctuaries are not able to accomplish their mission
of preserving the coral reef. Although they are relatively successful
in allocating their resources among selected user groups, they can
do little to protect themselves against outside threats such as
vessel groundings or polluted water. .

Present sanctuary law is vague, unfair and arbitrary because the
management plans are not fully based on scientific research and
data. I cannot reconcile the allowing of current recreational and
commercial consumptive uses while banning marine life fishing,
when scientific studies have shown that marine life fishing does
not harm the environment.

All present sanctuaries and parks completely ban marine life
fishing. Sanctuary rules supposedly have changed to allow multiple
use since the Act was passed, but no clear-cut rules have been writ-
ten.

The Marine Life Fishery is recognized by the state Marine Fish-
eries Commission as one of the more important fisheries in South
Florida. It is a multi-million dollar fishery, and the only fishery in
Florida that brings in almost all of its income from out of State
and out of Country.

Since almost all of the harvest is shipped by air freight, this fish-
ery is a major contributor to airline income. A significant amount
of the marine life fishery output is exported to other countries. A
significant benefit to people in other parts of the Nation is that
future generations of the Nation’s managers, by being able to keep
marine aquaria, will gain an appreciation for reef ecology and its
complexity that they would not otherwise obtain.

I have included with this presentation a written supplement sug-
gesting a change to Mr. Fascell’s bill that will hopefully make it a
more acceptable starting point for everyone. It covers all Atlantic
Ocean waters along the Keys and embodies a management man-
date that fills in the crannies between the various management
agencies already in existence in the area, without the expense or
controversy of duplication or supplanting of authority. It would es-
tablish a “Florida Keys Corai Conservation Area Act.”

Our proposal enhances the corals themselves by regulating ship
groundings, oil drilling and water pollution, and excluding all
other activities such as fisheries, from regulation. This exclusion
avoids the expense of duplicating the work of the Federal Fishery
Management Councils and the Florida Marine Fisheries Commis-
sion, and eliminates most of the current controversy. According to
scientific studies, the Marine Life Fishery does not harm the envi-
ronment, yet Sanctuaries to date ban it as resource removal while
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Councils consider it a fishery in no danger of being overfished. The
Councils are allowing the state to develop the management plan
for the Marine Live Fishery. Unfortunately, this allows a Sanctu-
ary to develop a plan of its own because the Councils don’t have
one. This problem needs to be addressed.

A Marine Sanctuary whose purpose is to preserve the resources
rather than a mechanism to conserve them is totally unacceptable
to us. What if the major cause of reef degradation is positively
identified after a sanctuary is imposed, and the sanctuary has no
legal power to correct the situation? You will have caused more
harm than good. Don’t be like a surgeon who operates on his pa-
tient before he knows what'’s wrong.

Thank you for your time. I hope these components will be equal-
ly applied to Senator Graham's sanctuary bill. Thank you for your
time.

[The suggested changes to H.R. 3719, submitted by Mr. Feddern,
can be found at the end of the hearing.]

STATEMENT OF PAT YANANTON

Mr. YANANTON. | am Pat Yananton, a former senior microbiolo-
gist dealing with the investigation of enteric bacteria and other di-
agnostic systems.

I also hold the United States Coast Guard Public Service Com-
mendation Award. I have also worked (Attachment 1) with the Leg-
islatures of New Jersey to move the 8-mile ocean sludge dump site.

I have lived in Florida for the last two years now and owned
property for the last twenty.

I have been coming to Florida for a long time.

Many people hear the word ‘“Sanctuary,” especially citizens not
living in the Florida Keys and immediately believe that a Sanctu-
ary will cure all the environmental ills of the area. N

It is a point in fact that the present Sanctuary systems which
occupy alinost 50 percent of the entire reef system, including the
most luxurious reefs in the Florida Keys, are experiencing multiple
difficulties they cannot control.

A Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary plan will ignore
many of these problems while exacerbating others.

In addition, this plan would upset the present balance between
free ocean and Sanctuaries/parks creating economic hardship for
many occupations.

One, the present Sanctuaries in existence cannot resolve the
greatest threat to reef ecosystems, which is water pollution from
outside sources.

Before today ends, more than 225 million gallons of secondary-
treated, sometimes raw, untreated sewage will be discharged from
Miami outfall pipes alone.

The nutrients released from these pipes just three miles off the
beach promote rapid algae growth, inhibit and destroy coral
growth, carry toxins, pesticides, heavy metals and can result in
permanent reef destruction on a greater scale than any anchor or
ship grounding.

Presently, outbreaks of algae are occurring on some of the reefs
in the existing Sanctuary off Key Largo.
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Attached is a scientific paper discussing the degradation of
Carysfort Reef over the last ten years. (Attachment 2)

This reef, located on the northern border of the present Key
Largo Marine Sanctuary, lies south of Miami in the Gulf Stream
countercurrent which flows south.

The paper discusses damage that could easily be related to
sewage.

I have personally made observations from the air and have seen
miles and miles of discolored water flowing south and inland to-
wards Miami Beach from these outfall pipes.

The health of our mest northern reefs will depend on actions
taken by the Environmental Protection Agency as required by Sec-
tion 302 of the Clean Water Act, amended in 1987, which states,
“Whenever new information indicates a negative change in envi-
ronment due to previous policies of sewage discharge, the EPA Ad-
ministrator can institute alternate effluent control strategies for
point sources.”

We, the citizens of the Florida Keys and PRIDE, are planning to
present this data to the EPA. We can have meaningful NOAA
studies performed in Federal waters without having a Marine
Sanctuary as was done in New Jersey during the fish kill of 1976.

We have accumulated data on a variety of technology that can
replace public sewage systems and stop marine nutrification.

Present Marine Sanctuary plans cannot resolve non-point
sources of pollution entering marine waters from populated areas
o{‘ téhe Florida Keys, Homestead, Lake Okeechobee, and the Ever-
glades.

Members of PRIDE will submit to our local commissioners for
study a ten-year plan to phase out all antiquated septic systems.

The systems will be replaced by modern, inexpensive, independ-
ently owned, pollution-free toilet and septic systems that can be
powered by solar or wind-driven energy.

A sample of the plan is attached for your examination and dis-
cussion. |

The plan will be also applicable for all towns and cities that dis-
charge pollutants into marine environments via public sewage sys-
tems.

Sanctuaries and marine parks in the Keys attract thousands of
tourists who dive and snorkel every day and cause unintentional
damage to the reefs.

Damage is occurring at Grecian Rock. and many other sites.

I have attached the testimony of a charter boat captain from Key
West who claims the majority of the coral damage is occurring
under the mooring buoys which attract the most crowds.

The U.S. Department of Commerce directive allows for tradition-
al uses of the areas by recreational user groups so long as their ac-
tivlities do not threaten the basic integrity of the site’s resource
values.

Therefore, if Sanctuary rules were enforced, divers and snor-
kelers should not be allowed in a Sanctuary.

Present Marine Sanctuaries do not prevent ship groundings. The
most recent ship groundings occurred within Sanctuary bound-
aries. We need improved aids to navigation off our reefs.
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Shipwrecks have occurred off the Florida Keys for the past 400
years and have left no permanent scars. Reefs will always grow
back if, and only if, water quality is good. .

Present Marine Sanctuaries are helpless in the face of natural
massive reef destruction such as hurricanes, predators, changes in
water temperature and chemistry.

Reefs have been constantly changing, moving, dying and being
reborn for millions of years in response to environmental condi-
tions.

Reef dynamics can proceed only in healthy water.

Without a doubt, the present Sanctuary law, if extrapolated to
the entire area of the Florida Keys, will negatively affect the lives
and finances of many occupations, varying {rom fishermen to
marina operators to real estate sales, not just historic shipwreck
salvors and tropical fish collectors.

A negative financial multiplier effect of Sanctuary law off our
entire islands will filter down to every life aspect in the Keys.

The National Marine Sanctuaries Act states, ‘“The Secretary
shall consider negative income-generating activities and socioeco-
ncinic effects of Sanctuary designation.”

In closing, I would like to say the National Marine Sanctuaries
Act states that ‘‘because of questions of manageability, the maxi-
mum size will not exceed that of the largest Marine Sanctuary, the
Channel Islands, of 1,252 square nautical miles.”

The Florida Keys represent an enormous area of more than 2,000
?quare nautical miles—almest two times the size of the Channel {s-
ands.

An area this size, as discussed in the National Marine Sanctuar-
ies Act, becomes too unmanageable, unmaintainable and unen-
forceable.

Where would the money to manage this area come from? New
taxes? User fees? Licenses?

Do we spend tax dollars and Government budgets on flotillas of
enforcement patrol boats or do we focus our efforts and funds
wisely on the number one, real enemy of the reef, curing water
quality ills, only obtainable through non-sanctuary strategies?

Thank you.

Mr. HeErTEL. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF PAM MARTIN

Ms. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, Committee Members, my name is
Pam Martin. I am Vice President at Large of Organized Fishermen
of Florida, OFF. OFF represents 2,000 commercial fishermen from
the State of Florida on the local, state and Federal level on fisher-
les issues. My position is an elected office, and I am here as a vol-
unteer and not as a paid spokesman.

The commercial fishermen of Monroe County are very concerned
with the health of our waters in the Florida Keys. In many cases,
commercial fishing is a multi-generational heritage handed down
from father to son. It is more than just an occupation, but a way of
life where there is not only a respect, but a deep understanding of
our environment and how it works. In order to let you understand
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how important commercial fishing is to our county, I have provided
you some statistical information:

Commercial fishing is the number two industry in Monroe
County.

Fifteen thousand people are employed in the seafood harvest in-
dustry out of the county population of 78,000.

Monroe County alone has more pounds of commercial seafood
ie{mdec_l. than the Coastal States of Georgia, South Carolina, and

awaii.

As a state, Monroe County would rank 17th in total seafood pro-
duction in the United States.

Seafood is one of the products that Japan is highly interested in
importing, thus helping ease the balance of trade impacts.

Monroe County is the leading producer of seafood in Florida with
twice as many pounds landed and three times the dollar value as
any other county.

Regarding shrimp: More production than any other Atlantic
Coast state; Florida’s leading producer.

Lobster: Ninety percent of total United States Spiny lobster pro-
duction, five to six million pounds produced per year, up to $27 mil-
lion, ex-vessel value; :

Stone crab: Fifty percent of United States production, 1.3 million
pounds per year in landings, $8 million ex-vessel value.

Twenty-two million pounds total production with the total pri-
mary impact of Monroe County’s commercial fishing industry to
the state and county, excluding retail sales is $100 million a year.

Dockside value is what the fishermen were paid at the dock and
do not include the multiplier effect.

These statistics are according to the National Marine Fisheries
Service. Employment statistics were provided by Florida Sea grant.

I hope with this information you can realize how important this
is to our county as well as to all the commercial fishing families
and to the consumer, too. At this time, the attached resolution
from our County Commission and the excerpt from the minutes of
the January 19, 1990 minutes of the OFF directors meeting best ie-
flect the position of OFF on the Sanctuary issue.

I live on Snake Creek. I have five bunk beds downstairs. Come on
down and find out what this is all about.

Everybody wants to save the reef, but I don’t think the Sanctu-
ary bill is how to do it. '

I appreciate Dr. Fascell’s concern and I think we are going in the
right direction and starting to have study and education.

One thing I need to say is non-bias study—the fisheries manage-
ment is one of the most volatile footballs you can have in the
Southeast area.

We do need non-biased so that the facts prove the points.

Right now, the average, everyday citizen under the Sanctuary
can be spending the night in jail if they go aground on the Sanctu-
ary.

A friend of mine who leased out boats and houses unfortunately
had to bail one of his folks out of jail who leased his boat. It cost
him $10,000 and all he did was rent him a boat.

I don’t think you want everyday folks who misread a marker to
be spending the night in jail.
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So we need to see what kind of long-term effects this will have.

We need to keep the Fishery Management Council in power and,
of course, a lot of times folks are looking for someone to blame.

‘ l’{‘{he commercial fishing is the very convenient dumping post of
olks.

I think you are starting to understand.

It is a very, very complex problem where we go and how we got
to where we are now.

It has lots of varieties of reasons.

Whether it is from farmers to, of course, what is happening now
in our Everglades with the mercury being released from the muck,
from storm water runoff and even roads run off.

What we need to do is have a lot of education. Educate our two
million tourists.

They need to leave the Keys better, not use it as a trash dump-
ing ground.

You can’t get a simple solution and I think the direction is you
may be examining all of those, not only Dr. Fascell’s bill, but Sena-
tor Graham'’s bill, and starting in a new direction.

You need to get all people and all user groups together and help
work on this.

The 300 foot would actually make a lot of fishing here illegal.
You need to ban oil drilling. You really do down there.

If you can understand what we are made of, I don’t think you
would like to be down there after an oil spill trying to clean up our
reef line with a Q-tip.

We thank you for your concern and effort.

Dr. Fascell brought you one of the headlines. Get rid of commer-
cial fishing. It is convenient. It makes it a quick, simple answer.

_The commissioners are opposing it; just on and on, different sto-
ries.

Here we are having some folks telling the scientists they need to
look at different ways about our canals and main grove islands.

One thing also I need to really report here is that a lot of times
somebody can grab a headline and the press will .take it and run
with the ball. That is really out of context. !

There are certain areas where red snapper is in trouble, but
most of our fisheries, fish are pretty smart. They don’t want to live
in polluted water ecither.

The fishermen are not keeping up with where the fish are
moving. The same thing is true with mackerel.

The International Trade Agreements are working with our Fish-
ery Management Council.

We would like to go ahead and create the new package, have it
in a task force and again all user grcups have input in this.

Dr. Gilbert Voss, who was instrumental in the park, one of his
comments was, in hindsight, he wouldn’t have made it a park be-
cause of all of the concentration of folks that come there and what
happens to it.

Maybe we are better off keeping the Florida Keys a best-kept
secret that some people go ahead and discover it one on one.

As soon as you make the Florida Keys a Sanctuary, we will be in
every Winnebago newsletter all over the world and we will have
people coming from all over the world to see the Keys and what
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you have in the population. A little byproduct, unfortunately, of
people is pollution.

I think if you are a true environmentalist in the world, we are
just overpopulated and you have to look at those things.

Don’t make this a simple solution and kick the fishermen out. It
Jjust puts people out of business.

The Sanctuary, if those guys, you make that to a no fishing zone,
they have nowhere else to fish because they cannot get to the bay.
" We hope that you listen to us and you take our concerns to

eart.

Many, many generations of fishermen have got a big piece of
effort in this and they don’t want to go ahead and kill the kind of
golden goose because they want the next generation to be in there
fishing, too.

I want to thank you for listing to me and like I said, folks, I have
lots of bunk beds.

We will take you fishing and show you what it is all about and
even in January, we will show you what is going on down there.

Thank you.

Mr. HErTEL. Thank you.

Mr. HErTEL. Mr. Peter Ryan?

STATEMENT OF PETER J. RYAN

Mr. RyaN. Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, my name
is Peter J. Ryan.

As Executive Vice President of Monroe County CARES, I have
the distinct privilege of presenting a position paper to you today
which carries the endorsement of the Big Pine Jaycees, the Lower
Keys Contractors’ Association, the Lower Keys Chamber of Com-
merce, the Marathon and Lower Keys Association of Realtors, and
Monroe County CARES, Inc.

We cannot support the creation of the Florida Keys National
Marine Sanctuary as proposed in H.R. 3719.

The sheer lack of substance within this bill, the absence of provi-
sions for the protection of commercial fishermen, tropical fish col-
lectors, treasure salvors, recreational fishermen and divers, marine
construction operations; along with the City of Key West’s tradi-
tional offshore anchorage, its fledgling cruise ship trade, ship chan-
dler services, and vital supply routes for both fuel barges to its
emergency back-up power plant, and black oil, diesel, and jet fuel
tankers for the Boca Chica Naval Air Station and Navy Fuel Farm
render this proposal, in our view, unworkable.

One of the primary goals of this bill, prevention of ship ground-
ings on the reef, clearly remains unresolved as such national Sanc-
tuary or monument status has no deterrent effect whatever on the
M/V Alec Owen Maitland, M/V Marvo Vetranic, M/V Elpis, or on
the M/V Wellwood when these vessels ran aground on the reefs
which already carried such designations.

Similarly, though a stated goal of the National Marine Sanctu-
ary Program Development Plan is to “promote and coordinate re-
search to expand scientific knowledge of significant marine re-
sources and improve management decisionmaking, recent reports
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indicate that such designation tends to discourage independent re-
search due to the increased difficulty in obtaining permits.

In one case, a prominent scientist with outside funding was re-
fused a permit during the early 1980’s to conduct work on the long-
spined sea urchin Diadema, apparently because the research was
not consistent with management objectives.

Several weeks later, the entire population of urchins, 95 tc 99
percent, were destroyed as part of a Caribbean-wide die-off, and
thus a chance to document pre-die-off population levels and activi-
ties was lost forever.

In addition, the current lack of research facilities in close prox-
imity to existing Sanctuaries which could be used by independent
scientists speaks to the low priority assigned such work.

We believe there are many specific, effective and economically
feasible actions which can be taken by the Federal Government to
protect this resource without resorting to such a huge bureaucratic
overlay and its attendant costs to the taxpayer.

To that end, we respectfully suggest the following measures:

One, have the United States delegates to the International Mari-
time Organization seek designation of the Florida Keys Reef Tract
as an internationally recognized area to be avoided.

Two, extend the territorial sea and the Federal District Court ju-
risdiction to 12 miles offshore from the current three-mile limit.

Three, implement a minimum depth buffer zone around existing
Sanctuaries and National Monuments.

hFour, Mandate that all vessels carry current, local navigational
charts.

Five, require the U.S. Coast Guard to begin a comprehensive
review of the aids to navigation system in the Keys for the purpose
of making specific areas for commercial shipping lanes along the
reef tract with high-intensity light beacons, radar reflectors, low-
frequency VHF warning transmitters, red sector mechanisms and
deep-moored coastal buoys.

Six, create a coordinated Marine Traffic Control System from
Miami to the Dry Tortugas comprised of radar, Loran C, Sat/Nav,
coastal pilots, and the aforementioned aids to navigation.

In conclusion, the people I represent here today recognize and
appreciate the good intentions of our distinguished Representative
Dante Fascell.

Yet, as the public tries to sort through the confusion generated
by this bill and the companion legislation introduced in the Senate
on March 7 of this year, S. 2247, those of us who earn our living
from the reef; who depend on its vitality for our very survival; and
who call those islands home, we worry. We worry that all the
promises, all i{..e assurances we hear today will fade from memory
down the road and that in a county where the Federal and state
Governn.ents already control some 95 percent of the land, we may
one day oe told that our access to and existence near a Florida
Keys National Marine Sanctuary is not consistent with current
management objectives.

Thank you for letting me speak to you today.

Mr. HerTEL. Thank you.
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[Letters of certification attesting to Mr. Ryan’s authorization to
speak on behalf of various organizations, along with a resolution in
opposition to H.R. 3719, can be found at the end of the hearing.]

Mr. HErTEL. Thank you all very much.

We will submit questions for you to answer at your leisure in
writing. If you would like to, summarize your oral presentations in
five minutes.

STATEMENTS OF BOB HOLSTON, PRESIDENT, FLORIDA ASSOCIA-
TION OF DIVE OPERATORS, KEY WEST, FLORIDA; CRAIG QUIR-
OLO, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, REEF RELIEF, KEY WEST, FLORI-
DA; ALEXANDER STONE, DIRECTOR, PROJECT REEFKEEPER,
MIAMI, FLORIDA

Mr. HowstoN. Thank you for the opportunity to appear before
you today. My name is Bob Holston, and I represent the Florida
Association of Dive Operators.

FADO represents the Scuba and snorkel industry in the State of
Florida. The Scuba industry contributes in excess of $1 billion per
year to the economy of Florida. The majority of this economic con-
tribution is directly related to the dive industry in the Florida
Keys. The Florida Keys are the number one dive destination in the
world because of the unique coral reef system found in the Keys.

FADO originally nominated the Keys as a marine sanctuary.
Our Board took this action after almost two years of research and
study. We are supported by the Keys Association of Dive Operators
in our views and thought. KADO has nominated the existing Key
Largo Marine Sanctuary to be expanded.

Chief Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes once said, “The first step
toward improvement is to look the facts in the face.”

FADO has looked at the facts and studied the procedures in-
volved in the Marine Sanctuary program. The only hope we have is
to be involved in the protection of a unique and fragile ecosystem.
We cannot subscribe to emotional fears or self-serving interest to
escape our responsibility of preserving our environment.

The testimony heard today from some Members cannot be based
on facts. We have addressed each issue presented to us and have
found that the true facts support the establishment of a marine
sanctuary.

Our own County Commission established a marine sanctuary
committee in January 1989. I have enclosed a copy of Resolution
031-1989 for your review. The facts have not changed but self-serv-
ing interest has prevailed.

FADO is aware of the concerns addressed by our opposition, and
we will work with them to address those concerns. Federal law re-
quires public hearings in the Keys to receive input from the com-
munity.

The Looe Key Marine Sanctuary was fought by self-serving inter-
est and history has proven them incorrect. Looe Key National
Marine Sanctuary is an excellent example of results achieved
through cooperative efforts.

FADO and its members are in favor of the marine sanctuary des-
ignation in the Florida Keys.

31-627 0 - 90 - 2
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In the children’s story, Alice in Wonderland, there is the follow-
ing exchange between Alice and the Cheshire Cat:

“Alice asked, ‘Would you tell me, please, which way I ought to go
from here?’

h“ ‘That depends a good deal on where you want to get to,” replied
the cat.”

We know where we want to go. We want to preserve and protect
our reef while maintaining a strong local economy based on tour-
ism. '

Thank you.

Mr. HerTEL. Thank you.

Mr. Quirolo?

Mr. QuirorLo. Yes. I would like to submit my written testimony
and sort of shorten it down.

I also have a visual little photo portfolio I would like to submit
as evidence or have it in your hands so you can look at it.

I also have a resolution by the City of Key West in support of the
Sanctuary Water Program, a resolution in support of the legisla-
tion protecting the Coral Reefs and a letter in support of H.R. 3719
and two local nonprofit groups.

STATEMENT OF CRAIG QUIROLO

Mr. Quiroro. My name is Craig Quirolo, and I am Founder and
Executive Director of the Key West-based environmental group,
Reef Relief.

This organization was founded on the principles of protecting
and preserving the living coral reef of the Florida Keys.

More than half of our membership is of concerned citizen who
reside outside the Florida Keys.

Our most important program is the installation and maintenance
of 83 reef mooring buoys at six different reefs spanning a 13 mile
distance. Buoys eliminates the need for boaters to drop anchors on
the living coral.

Reef Relief has also developed a countywide public education pro-
gram including the operation of an environmental education center
in Key West designed to teach the public how to interact without
harming the coral reef habitat.

Through our marine debris project, we sponsor annual reef and
out-island clean-ups, and promote public awareness of the threat
that litter poses to marine and bird life through entanglement and
ingestion.

Reef Relief is a strong supporter of the national marine sanctu-
aries program. It is literally impossible to explain the evolution of
Reef Relief without giving credit each step of the way to the
marine sanctuaries program—its goals and, most importantly, its
personnel.

They have provided us with leadership, expertise, and coopera-
tion.

The reef is a resource of national and international importance.
The coral reef is the most diverse marine ecosystem in the world,
rivaled only by the tropical rain forests on land. Reefs have been in
existence about 200 million years.
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The only living coral barrier reef in North America stretches
over 165 miles, from South of Miami to the Dry Tortugas. The reef
provides protection for the rich seagrasses, mangrove forests and
remaining hardwood hammocks of the Florida Keys—the main
habitat for Y of Florida’s endangered and threatened species.

The reefs of the Florida Keys contain 80 percent of all coral spe-
cies in the tropical Western Atlantic. It is home to 150 species of
tropical fish.

The reef is dying from pollution and direct damage. Gentlemen,
water quality degradation is the number one threat to the living
coral reef at this time, with nutrient loading the source of this
problem.

Leaking septic tanks, point-source outfall, and the uncontrolied
use of pesticides and fertilizers are just a few of the contributors to
the algae takeover of our beautiful coral reef.

Coral reef diseases are at an epidemic level due to reduced water
quality. Uncontrolled, rapid development encouraged by the
County Commission due to their lack of long-term planning is to
blame for the current degradation of the living coral reef.

The inability ¢i the County Commission to control development
has created a nightmare of infrastructure needs—solid waste,
sewage, roads, schools, jails, energy, and hurricane evacuation pro-
cedures all remain unsolved. For Monroe County to have the abili-
ty to save the reef is, quite frankly, impossible.

Approximately $6 million per year is collected by the Monroe
County Tourist Development council to promote tourism through a
bed tax on hotels and motels. This is more than the entire budget
of the national marine sanctuaries program.

Consequently, the Florida Keys is the biggest dive destination in
the world, with over two million visitors per year. No other coral
reefs exist anywhere in the world so close to such a crowded region
as South Florida. -

In Key West alone, over 20 ‘“head” boats carry between 40 and
100 guests per boat to the reef on a twice daily schedule. There are
days when over 200 people are in the water at the same reef.

The dramatic increase in the number of commercial dive/snorkel
operations in the Florida Keys parallels the rapid overdevelopment
of the limited land-base sanctioned by the County Commission.

The State of Florida has designed the Florida Keys an area of
“Critical State Concern” because of this uncontrolled development.

Reef Relief drafted a countywide phosphate ban for cleaning
products. The ban was manipulated by the county attorney, who
attempted to water it down and render it ineffective. Reef Relief
efforts resulted in passage of a stronger version. It is currently
awaiting the required state approval.

The phosphate ban is an excellent first step in reducing nutrient
loading to surface waters. But if county effort alone were responsi-
ble, no such ban would ever have been passed.

For Monroe County to claim ownership of the reef, as they have,
only confirms their inability to deal with reality and confront the
fact that we are only stewards here, responsible for passing on a
healthy and diverse living coral reef to future generations. _

To leave the reefs of the Florida Keys in the hands of Monroe
County is most certainly equal to sentencing it to death.
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The creation of a national marine sanctuary for the Florida Keys
is critical to preserving the coral reef ecosystem. The considerable
amount of success that Reef Relief has achieved over the past four
years can only be measured by the amount of assistance and guid-
ance that we have received from the marine sanctuaries program.
Without the sanctuaries program and their dynamic staff, the reefs
of the Florida Keys would be in much worse condition than they
are now, especially regarding the physical damage caused by an-
chors and divers.

The sanctuaries program developed the mooring buoy system
currently in use at both of the sanctuaries in the Keys, as well as
those installed at Sombrero Light off of Marathon and at six reefs
off of Key West, areas outside the sanctuaries. Literally hundreds
of boats use these buoys every day.

Unfortunately, there are many other heavily visited reefs in the
Florida Keyvs that do not have the benefit of mooring buoys. A
management plan for our reefs would address this need.

The sanctuary personnel, and in particular Billy Causey, insisted
that the Reef Relief mooring buoy project be accompanied by a
public education program informing snorklers, divers and boaters
how to protect the reef.

Reef Relief has developed an educational program incorporating
a coral reef brochure that is distributed countywide promoting
safety for both reef users and the living coral. It is in such demand
that we cannot meet the printing costs. The need for a countywide
program sponsored by the marine sanctuaries program is over-
whelming.

The county had the opportunity to exhibit environmental sensi-
tivity by funding our educational brochure yet they denied it. We
are now limited in our production of this brochure and have passed
out 80,000 in a few months.

Chambers of Commerce, hotels, motels, and guest houses have
contacted us for these brochures and have expressed a willingness
to provide them to their guests. Unfortunately, our distribution
must be limited to dive shops, marinas, boat rentals, fishing docks
and boat ramps.

We anticipate a need to print at least one million such brochures
per year. Reef Relief cannot afford to meet this demand. A county-
wide sanctuaries program could help meet this demand.

Specific Recommendation for H.R. 3719:

+ Development of strong management plan for core zones, i.e. shal-
low areas of the reef tract typified by spur and groove forma-
tions. Use moorings buoys. no consumptive activities, either
commercial or recreational such as fish collecting, live rock
harvesting, or spear fishing.

+ Allow trolling for fish in the early morning or late afternoon or
following the “fewer than five” rule at core zones. If there are
fewer than five boats at a reef at a time, trolling could safely
be permitted.

« Eliminate opening day of lobster season by staggering the first
day of the season in various zones throughout the reef.

» No commercial traps allowed within a quarter mile of the core
zones.
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» Place certain reefs off-limits to all activities except for baseline
scientific studies.

+ Address non-point source pollution.

+ Address point-source pollution.

* Require licensing and limit entry for all consumptive activities
including commercial fishing, fish collecting, live rock harvest-
ing, diving and snorkeling activities.

- Anticipate decline of commercial fisheries as they currently
exist. Develop long-term plans which include zones for maricul-
ture activities.

« Zoned management of spear fishing, fish collecting, commercial
fishing, diving and snorkeling and treasure hunting.

« Coordinate programs with Marine Biology Department of Florida
Keys Community College.

+ Address coral disease control, monitoring, treatment, and eradi-
cation.

« Establish fines for violating regulations.

- Mitigate treasure salvaging activities with coral reef conserva-
tion projects.

« Close the reef to commercial dive and snorkeling activities when
the winds are in excess of 25 knots for safety reasons.

» Acquire Pigeon Key for sanctuary headquarters.

+ Develop permanent programs incorporating environmental edu-
cation in local elementary schools.

+ Rebuild Sand Key Lighthouse and convert into a study center
and museum with a small fee for touring.

- Establish a fifty cents per visitor user fee on all commercial dive,
snorkel and glass-bottom boats to fund the sanctuary.

I could go on and on, but if you have a copy of this, I will be glad
to answer any questions you might have.

Mr. HerTEL. Thank you.

Mr. Store.

STATEMENT OF ALEXANDER STONE

Mr. StoNE. Thank you Members for this opportunity to testify:

My name is Alexander Stone. I am the Executive Director of
Project ReefKeeper, a national affiliate of the American Littoral
Society specializing in the protection of coral reefs.

We respectfully ask that our written comments and attachments
that were submitted earlier be made an official part of the record.

We support a finding that the Florida Keys Reef Tract is unique-
lv significant. We present documentation which establishes it as
the only shallow water coral reef system in the United States.

Distinctively unique natural features and resources are found
throughout the Florida Keys Reef Tract. Each of these unique fea-
tures individually merits sanctuary designation—cumulatively so
does the entire Florida Keys Reef Tract.

The small fraction of this unique environment that is protected
is not enough to meet the country’s responsibility to protect this
ecosystem.

Project ReefKeeper supports a finding that these marine environ-
ments are nationally significant. Concern for coral reef protection
is nationwide. Seventy-two organizations with a combined member-
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ship of over eight million have recently banded together to protect
coral reefs.

The spectacular Florida Keys coral reefs should be preserved and
1;:Irotected for the long-term benefit and enjoyment of the entire

ation.

It is precisely the Florida Keys areas nearest existing sanctuaries
that now enjoy the healthiest tourist economy. We present a com-
parative listing of Florida Keys Dive Centers showing that 45 per-
cent service existing sanctuaries.

Project ReefKeeper supports a finding that these sensitive
marine environments contain literally thousands of species, unpar-
alleled marine biological diversity. We present dccumentation to
that effect.

Based on the findings above, we respectfully urge the Committee
to support designation of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanc-
tuary as a unique marine area of special national significance.

These fragile marine environments are threatened by vessel
groundings, hydrocarbon exploration, marine water pollution, and
fishing over-exploitation.

It is only through sanctuary designation that fines and liability
awards from vessel groundings can be used to mitigate damage and
increase enforcement.

The topmost and bottommost sections of the Florida Keys Reef
Tract are under Sanctuary or National Park jurisdiction. However,
an enormous regulatory gap in between, exceeding 100 miles,
tempts vessel captains to risk ‘“cutting the corners’” to hug the un-
regulated and exposed midsection of the reef tract.

Recent groundings in existing sanctuaries actually prove that
only sanctuary designation of the entire Florida Keys Reef Tract
will effectively deter groundings.

Minerals Management Service offshore oil lease guidelines focus
on large-scale planning areas and are incapable of considering the
environmental sensitivity of a rare and discrete area such as the
Florida Keys Reef Tract. We present documentation specifically to
that effect.

It is imperative that this regulatory gap be corrected. Designa-
t;:)n of a Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary can achieve
that.

We propose a finding that reduced water quality is one of the
most serious long-term threats to the Florida Keys Reef Tract. We
present documentation specifically to that effect.

Designation of a Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary would
provide a vital opportunity to address this water quality manage-
ment gap.

Opponents of this sanctuary designation contend that the exist-
ing Key Largo and Looe Key National Marine Sanctuaries have
failed to protect coral reefs from water pollution. These opponents
are missing the point.

Existing boundaries for those two sanctuaries do not provide en-
forceable jurisdiction over discharges from onshore. The recom-
mended boundaries of a new Florida Keys National Marine Sanctu-
ary would.
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Project ReefKeeper proposes a finding that the tropical fisheries
associated with these marine environments are being seriously de-
pleted. We present documentation to that effect.

It is not-realistic to expect the multi-state Fishery Management
Councils to tailor their regulations to fit the unique situation of the
Florida Keys.

A Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary can address these
concerns by complementing Fishery Management Council regula-
tions.

Based on these findings, we respectfully urge the Committee to
support designation of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctu-
ary as the most viable means of complementing diverse existing
regulatory authorities and providing vitally needed comprehensive
management for the Florida Keys Coral Reef Tract and its special-
ly significant resources.

I thank you for the opportunity to testify.

[The prepared statement of Alexander Stone can be found at the
end of the hearing.]

Mr. HerTEL. Thank you all very much.

We may have written questions.

Mr. Goss. May I ask a quick question?

Are you the same Reef Relief that just got recognized by the
President?

Mr. QuiroLO. Yes.

Mr. Goss. Congratulations.

Mr. HerTEL. Our next panel will consist of Mr. Jack Sobel,
Center for Marine Conservation, Washington, D.C.; Mr. John
Ogden, Director, Florida Institute on Oceanography, St. Petersburg,
Florida; Ms. Lynn Davidson, Marine Habitat Policy Coordinator,
Washington, D.C.; and Mr. James Webb, Regional Director, The
Wilderness Society, Coral Gables, Florida.

Mr. Sobel.

STATEMENTS OF JACK SOBEL, CENTER FOR MARINE CONSERVA-
TION, WASHINGTON, D.C; JOHN OGDEN, DIRECTOR, FLORIDA
INSTITUTE ON OCEANOGRAPHY, ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA;
LYNN DAVIDSON, MARINE HABITAT POLICY COORDINATOR,
WASHINGTON, D.C.; AND JAMES WEBB, REGIONAL DIRECTOR,
THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY, CORAL GABLES, FLORIDA

Mr. SoBeL. Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee. Good
afternoon. My name is Jack Sobel, and I am the Director of the
Center for Marine Conservation’s Habitat Conservation and
Marine Protected Areas Program. CMC is a nonprofit citizen’s or-
ganization dedicated to the conservation of living marine resources
and their habitats.

We have a 10-year history of active involvement on issues con-
cerning marine protected areas, with an emphasis on the National
Marine Sanctuary Program, NMSP. We would like to express our
thanks for this opportunity to present our views on H.R. 3719, the
Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary Act of 1990.

The testimony I am presenting has also been endorsed by the fol-
lowing groups: The National Resources Defense Council, the Na-
tional Audubon Society, the National Association of Underwater
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Instructors, Ocean Alliance, the Florida Keys Fishing Guides Asso-
ciation, and Defenders of Wildlife.

We strongly support the creation of a Florida Keys National
Marine Sanctuary. A Keys-wide National Marine Sanctuary could
provide a mechanism for comprehensively protecting the national
treasures of the Florida reef system while promoting their wise use
and maximizing their long-term values.

The rash of vessel groundings that occurred last fall and caused
extensive damage to Florida’s coral reefs highlighted their sensitiv-
ity and the need to regulate human activities in order to protect
them. Sanctuary designation would complement and strengthen ef-
forts already under way by the Coast Guard to secure International
Maritime Organization, IMO, designation of much of the Florida
reef tract as an area to be avoided.

We suggest extending the seaward extension of the sanctuary out
to the 600-foot contour and also favor inclusion of areas on the
north side of the Keys to provide additional protection from
groundings.

Additional threats and the need for comprehensive management:
Although vessel groundings provide one of the most striking exam-
ples of how human activities can impact the reef, they are but one
of several serious threats to the Florida reef system, and it is likely
that other more subtle threats may pose an even greater risk to
thefarea. Controlling vessel traffic will not by itself safeguard the
reef.

The sanctuary program is distinct among marine programs for
its authority to develop a comprehensive management plan for an
area that addresses all of its resources and activities. The Florida
reef system is in dire need of such an approach. However, as origi-
nally introduced, H.R. 3719 bypasses the normal designation proc-
ess and does not provide for the development of a comprenenswe
managerment plan.

We support Congressional! action to immediately designate this
sanctuary. However, such Congressional action should not short-
circuit the normal requirement that NOAA develop a comprehen-
sive management plan for the sanctuary. We prefer the approach
taken in the Graham bill, S. 2247. This bill provides Congressional
designation of the sanctuary, but also builds on the existing NMSP
procedures requiring NOAA to develop a comprehensive manage-
ment plan for the area including provisions requiring extensive
public participation and Congressional review. We feel that the
comprehensive management plan is the heart of any sanctuary des-
ignation and must be retained.

I would like to point out that the fisheries councils are already
given a special role in developing fisheries regulations for a sanctu-
ary, and I would oppose additional changes in how such regulations
are developed.

Although S. 2247 builds on existing procedures for developing a
comprehensive management plan, it also provides NOAA with
some additional direction regarding certain items that should be
addressed in the development of this plan. We believe this direc-
tion is constructive, will facilitate the development of a better man-
agement plan, and should be incorporated into H.R. 3719.
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Despite our belief that most sanctuary regulations should be de-
veloped as part of the comprehensive management plan process
discussed above, we support the inclusion of two types of regula-
tions in the legislation. The first is a prohibition on commer¢ial
cargo traffic within sanctuary waters that would make allowances
for permitting vessel operation within Federally-maintained or
marked channels. We also support a legislative prohibition on hy-
drocarbon and mineral extraction or exploration.

We recommend that the sanctuary boundaries be drawn to in-
clude the entire Florida reef tract and associated seagrass and
mangrove habitats so that they can be effectively managed as a
unit and protected for future generations. Such boundaries are the
most ecologically defensible and would provide the best opportunity
for successful management by making an effective ecosystem man-
agement approach possible.

We also support the incorporation of Federal review provisions
similar to those found in S. 2247 that would provide additional pro-
tection for reef resources and endorse The Wilderness Society’s
more detailed testimony on these provisions.

Effective management of an area this size and ultimately the
success of such a sanctuary will depend on adequate funds being
available to develop and implement the management plan. We
strongly recommend fully funding the program at $5.5 million.
However, even if fully funded, additional moneys will be needed to
successfully implement a unified Florida Keys Marine Sanctuary.

Changes made during the 1988 reauthorization of the program
provide opportunities for developing creative approaches to funding
a Florida Keys sanctuary and should be explored and developed.
Funds raised using such approaches should be viewed as supple-
menting, not replacing, appropriated funds. The Federal Govern-
ment does have a role to play in supporting marine conservation.

I would also like to submit for the record a letter in support of
the Florida Keys NMSP from 22 groups of local and national orga-
nizations who are members of the Coral Reef Coalition, a recently-
formed network of groups who are working together to secure last-
ing comprehensive protection for the biological diversity and pro-
ductivity of Flerida’s coral reef ecosystem and the wise use of its
resources.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sobel can be found at the end of
the hearing.]

Mr. HErTEL. Mr. Ogden.

STATEMENT OF JOHN OGDEN

Mr. OgpEN. Thank you, Members of Congress, for the privilege of
testifying on this bill before you today.

My name is John Ogden, Director of the Florida Institute of
Oceanography, a statewide consortium which has a responsibility
for the coordination of interdisciplinary research for Florida. We
are involved in two projects in the Keys, one with the Florida De-
partment of Natural Resources to establish what I call a full-serv-
ice marine laboratory for education and research at Long Key; and
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the second, a privately-funded project directed at sustained ecologi-
cal research related to management of the Florida Keys seascape.

The Keys coral reef tract is recognized in Florida and the Nation
as a major resource for tourism, recreational and commercial fish-
ing, salvage, and protection of biological diversity. It is also increas-
ingly recognized that this coral reef is suffering from the direct and
indirect impacts of the rapidly increasing human population of
South Florida. Nearly everyone agrees that something must be
done, but there is little agreement on the actions needed.

The bill, H.R. 3719, would create a Florida Keys National Marine
Sanctuary administered under the existing Marine Protection Re-
search, and Sanctuaries Ac* of 1972. The geographic scale of the
proposed sanctuary, encompassing the whole coral reef tract, recog-
nizes the value of the resource, the scale of its problems, and the
scale upon which we must work to solve them.

The coral reefs of the Keys cannot be protected or managed in
small sections and parks or without attention to the surrounding
marine ecosystems, particularly seagrasses, mangroves, and the ad-
jacent land masses. The whole region might well be termed the
“Florida Keys Seascape,” and it is the appropriate management
unit.

Unfortunately, H.R. 3719 is directed only at the recent ground-
ings of large ships, all of which occurred within existing marine
sanctuaries and parks. The proposed Florida Keys National Marine
Sanctuary, if limited by its present language to regulation of ship
traffic, will have little impact on the alarming, continuing decline
of the coral reefs of South Florida.

Collisions between ships and coral reefs are dramatic, but rela-
tively insignificant to a reef over 200 miles long. Coral reefs are re-
markably robust and resistant to physical damage, to smashing by
anchors, and to chipping away by divers and collectors, provided
the damage isn’t too persistent or concentrated.

They thrive in tropical seas where hurricanes are a regular oc-
currence, visiting their havoc on the average every 20 years or less,
and often destroying square miles of coral reefs. In fact, scientists
believe that periodic disturbance is critical for the maintenance of
their great diversity of life. Recovery from such damage may be ex-
pected in clean, unpolluted water. It is here that concerned citi-
zens, managers and scientists are beginning to agree that the real
problem lies.

At recent meetings concerned with the health of the marine en-
vironments of South Florida, a consensus has emerged that the fate
of the coral reef is inevitably tied to the land of the Florida Keys
and South Florida, and that what we do there is having a slow but
inexorable impact ‘“downstream’’ on the reef tract.

Poor land use practices, sewage, agrichemicals, the contamina-
tion of ground water, and runoff of soils has poisoned the normal
growth of corals and promoted the growth of algae and phytoplank-
ton which overgrow and smother corals on the reef and cloud the
normally clear water, blocking sunlight which is essential for
healthy coral reefs.

Thus, we must gain greater understanding of the interaction of
land and sea in the Keys, and we must do this at the geographic
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scale of the whole Florida Keys Seascape. The creation of a sanctu-
ary, or zoning plan, is a critical first step.

The Great Barrier Reef of Australia provides us a valuable exam-
ple of the approach that is needed in the Florida Keys. In the early
1970’s, Australia began to recognize the GBR as a resource of na-
tional significance that must be protected. The Great Barrier Reef
Marine Park Act was passed in 1975.

As in the Keys, the GBR resources were used by many potential-
ly conflicting groups, and the Act established a Zoning Plan encom-
passing approximately 800 nautical miles of coral reefs and extend-
ing all the way to shore.

The draft Zoning Plan divided the GBR into four geographic sec-
tions which zoning would be applied using the following categories:
General Use Zones A & B, Marine Park Zones A & B, a Scientific
Research Zone, and a Preservation Zone. Also in the plan were
Designated Areas, e.g. replenishment, defense, shipping, and spe-
cial management, that concerned specific problems or short-term
uses.

The draft zoning plan was sent to all users of the GBR who then
had an opportunity to go over maps and comment on proposed
zones. The end result was a Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Au-
thority and a set of tour zoning plans, one for each geographic sec-
tion of the GBR.

The Australian example can serve to guide a revision of H.R.
3719. The scope of the bill should be expanded to include other im-
pacts on the coastal seascape including tourism, fishing, and explo-
ration.

Following an environmental assessment report and public hear-
ings, a draft zoning plan would then be issued for detailed public
comment. The final plan would be responsive to all user groups,
would incorporate their concerns, and would pre-dispose public ac-
ceptance of and participation in regulation and preservation of a
resource of great local and national significance.

Such a zoning plan would largely mirror present public use pat-
terns of the Florida Keys seascape. I have taken the liberty of de-
fining four hypothetical zoning sections on the map of the Florida
Keys in my written statement.

One: The Upper Keys, including Biscayne National Park, John
Pennekamp State Park, and the Key Largo National Marine Sanc-
tuary, would be zoned for parks, tourism and limited fishing. Some
smaller sites might be set aside for general use, preservation and
research.

Two: The Central Keys, largely inaccessible to tourists, could be
zoned for general use, including regulated spear fishing, line fish-
ing and trolling, trap fishing, and permitted exploration and sal-
vage.

Three: The Lower Keys to Key West, would be a mosaic of park
and general use areas, largely following present use patterns, and
including Looe Key National Marine Sanctuary.

Four: Key West to the Dry Tortugas, including Fort Jefferson
National Monument, would be largely regulated for general use
with }:;he Dry Tortugas set aside for park, preservation and re-
search.
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My objective is not to impose a zoning scheme on the Keys, but
to point out that a zoning plan incorporating present user group
concerns would most likely duplicate the existing, and largely ac-
cepted, use patterns. Thus, the daunting task of creating an accept-
able plan might not be as contentious, or impose as much hardship,
as might be expected.

The principal strength of H.R. 3719 is that it encompasses the
whole Florida Keys seascape which is the suitable management
unit for long-term survival of resources that are universally valued
and universally viewed as being in decline. If the bill is broadened
to include major impacts on the Florida Keys seascape and a
zoning plan to regulate them, we will have gone a long way to en-
suring future preservation, use and enjoyment of a unique section
of the coastline of the U.S.

Thank you very much.

Mr. HErTEL. Lynn Davidson.

STATEMENT OF LYNN DAVIDSON

Ms. DavipsoN. My name is Lynn Davidson, and I am the Marine
Habitat Policy Coordinator of the international environmental or-
ganization Greenpeace. Greenpeace has 4 million supporters,
worldwide and more than 100 thousand in Florida. Thank you very
much for the opportunity to testify before you today on the Florida
Keys National Marine Sanctuary Act of 1990, H.R. 3719. This is a
subject very close to my heart, and at the onset, I would like to ex-
p}ll'es% rlrlly organization’s full support for the concepts introduced in
this bill.

The Florida Keys coral reef tract is an underwater treasure of
international significance. With its beauty and enormous marine
species diversity, it attracts 10 times more visitors per year than
any other coral reef in the world, including Australia’s Great Bar-
rier Reef.

It is the only barrier reef in U.S. waters, and it is under severe
stress from numerous human activities. The tourists alone do con-
siderable damage, often without understanding that the reef con-
sists of living organisms; they drop anchors on the sensitive coral
polyps, stand on them, break them and sometimes take pieces
home as souvenirs.

Overfishing and the use of destructive fishing methods are
taking their toll, while water quality on the reef is deteriorating,
primarily from land-based sources of marine pollution. Coral dis-
ease and algae are flourishing on the once pristine reef. Local ef-
forts to mitigate damage have proved inadequate, as evidenced by
the fact that the reef structure is losing coral cover, and with it,
species diversity.

A comprehensive management plan with an emphasis on consist-
ency and cooperative agreements between state and Federal agen-
cies is desperately needed. We have counted more than 20 Federal
statutes that potentially affect reef species or water quality on the
reef, and we are totally confused as to what the laws are at any
given time and in any particular location.

Marine sanctuaries, for instance, are managed under the Depart-
ment of Commerce, while marine parks are under the Department
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of the Interior. Understandably, some of the opponents of the sanc-
tuary have become confused and have cited in their literature con-
cern about national park regulations and their application
throughout the Florida Keys reef tract when it becornes a marine
sanctuary.

This difficulty in keeping up with the vast number of ever-chang-
ing laws is more common than not; for many activities that take
place on or around the reef the rules change depending on where
you are and in what season of the year.

There are often quite different laws in state waters than in Fed-
eral waters for the same activities. For instance, there is a Fisher-
ies Management Council that makes recommendations to the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service for regulating fishing in Federal
waters, and a Marine Fisheries Commission, which is part of the
Florida Department of Natural Resources, that makes recommen-
dations to the Governor and Cabinet regarding the taking of
marine life and its habitat in state waters.

Local fishermen, complain that methods used to catch the fish
are legal in one place and not in another—wire mesh traps are
legal in Federal waters and illegal in state waters—and fish catch
size regulations are often different. Members of the Florida Marine
Patrol have expressed considerable frustration at the ineffective-
ness of trying to enforce the laws, and the Monroe County Sheriff
also recently expressed concern at discovering that the Army Corps
of Engineers was issuing permits for live rock collection.

Given this scenario, some local citizens are understandably
afraid of more government intervention, more rules and more regu-
lations. Nevertheless, some sanity needs to be brought to bear on
the situation, and the marine sanctuary program, if properly
funded, makes a lot of sense.

First and foremost, it will place the entire reef tract under one
agency of government; and the Department of Commerce is the
most competent agency to ensure the viability of the commercial
uses of the reef.

The National Marine Sanctuary Program’s staff at Looe Key and
Key Largo have already entered into cooperative agreements for
shared resource management with the State of Florida. This con-
cept needs to be expanded to cover the other agencies of govern-
ment with jurisdiction over the reef, and to address the problems
affecting the entire reef tract.

Public education as well as participation in the process are essen-
tial elements of a comprehensive management nlan. Users of the
reef must understand and appreciate the need for preservation
measures before it can be hoped that they will comply with regula-
tory measures. Tourists and residents alike need to be informed
about potential damage to corals arising from their activities on
the reef.

An easily understood sanctuary zoning plan is also needed to pro-
tect important reef species and their habitats; to provide for differ-
ent activities such as fishing, diving, tourist trips, boat anchoring
and scientific research; and to separate conflicting activities.

It is important to stress that any use of the reef and its associat-
ed ecosystems must not threaten the reef’s essential ecological
characteristics and processes. Considerable work has already been
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accomplished in both Australia and Belize with regard to zoning
and self-regulation by the people who use and depend upon the re-
source.

Information on public participation and the zoning process can
be obtained from marine sanctuary staff about the successes and
failures of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority in Aus-
tralia; and we will provide, for the record, information concerning
the Hol Chan Marine Reserve in Belize. .

Land-based sources of marine pollution are causing serious alter-
ations in reef ecology. Citizens of the Florida Keys are struggling
with land use planning, overdevelopment, sewage treatment prob-
lems, pesticide abuse, et cetera. It is, therefore, vital that the sanc-
tuary program have sufficient authority to address the effects of
land-based activities on the reef.

We therefore recommend that H.R. 3719 be amended to include
language contained in section 7, the comprehensive management
plan, of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary and Protec-
tion Act, S. 2247.

The Department of Interior’s program on offshore oil develop-
ment in an ongoing concern for the citizens of the Florida Keys.
Coral reefs can be damaged and potentially destroyed not only by
oil pollution but by changes in oxygen supply, as well as the inten-
sity of light and temperature.

Oil and gas development can cause these alterations, killing the
very sensitive polyps that form the basic life structure of a reef.
We, therefore, further recommend that section 6(b), Mineral and
Hydrocarbon Exploration and Development, of S. 2247 also be in-
cluded in the House bill.

It is vital that Congress take a leading role in prohibiting the
possibility of oil development taking place along the Florida Keys
reef tract, permanently.

Present funding levels for the marine sanctuary program are to-
tally inadequate to accomplish such goals as planning and develop-
ment; implementing zoning and management strategies; providing
public education, information and advice; enforcing the rules; re-
searching, monitoring and interpreting data, et cetera.

Congress and the State of Florida should be prepared to enter
into cooperative agreements, not only for the management of the
reef but also for financing that management. Fines for damage to
the coral from ship groundings, et cetera, should not get lost in the
system, but rather go directly back into protecting the reef. .

In order for the sanctuary to become self-financing, staff should
also be encouraged to propose innovative methods of raising
money, such as user fees and fund-raising events.

We have submitted in our written comments an appendix on
“The Need for Coral Reef Protection” and would like them entered
in the record.

Thank you again for this opportunity to testify. We look forward
to working with Members of the subcommittees to generate the
necessary support to gain passage of this legisiation before the end
of this session.

Mr. HerTEL. Thank you.

[The appendix to Ms. Davidson’s statement can be found at the
end of the hearing.]



41

Mr. HErRTEL. Mr. Webb.

STATEMENT OF JAMES WEBB

Mr. WEBB. Mr. Chairmen and Members of the subcommittees,
my name is James D. Webb, and I serve The Wilderness Society as
its Florida Regional Director based in Miami. I also oversee oper-
ation of our Florida Keys office in Marathon, Florida. On behalf of
our 365,000 members, I appreciate this opportunity to appear
before you today.

I have spent my working life represented by only two Members
of this body: Morris K. Udall, in my former residence, and Dante
Fascell in the Nineteenth District of Florida. As a consequence, I
have no doubt of Congressional capability for wisdom, energy and
accomplishment. It was my fortune, too, to have work associated
with some of theirs, first in the effort for the Alaska National In-
terest Lands Conservation Act, and now for the protection and res-
toration of the Everglades.

In that work, I have always been assured by the ability of my
Representatives to make a true identification of the problem to be
solved, and a true effort to apply the authority of the Nation to its
just and practical solution. When it comes to the protection of
public resources, I think their talent is founded in minds that
grasp the systematic character of those resources, and of the relat-
ed public responsibility.

Also, because of its history, the natural system of the Everglades
is one of the most complex and difficult environments in which
that responsibility must be met. From the headwaters of the Kis-
simmee River to the coral reef, the Everglades system has been
subjected to human control or—at least—interference.

Preserving the system is not, therefore, a matter merely of leav-
ing it alone, but of devising means of successful human manage-
ment, every day and in perpetuity. Those means are expressed in a
wide range of private choices and by all levels of government.

Consequently, preserving the Everglades is a job in which the in-
stitutions of our Federalism must all function at their best.

It is doubtful that the authority of the Secretary of Interior could
protect Everglades National Park and Florida Bay from indiffer-
ence or incompetence in our regional water district.

Similarly, it is doubtful the Secretary of Commerce can protect
the reef from misguided land use and water policies of state and
local government. Protecting the Florida Keys coral reef resource
will require the cooperation of all public actors, commensurate
with their roles and with their respective areas of jurisdiction.

Mr. Fascell understands that the region’s economic and social
health is absolutely tied to that task. He knows that man occupies
the 19th District in a delicate relationship to natural systems that
are treasures to the world, and are heart and lungs of its local
human order.

He knows that we have damaged regional systems to the point
that great and appropriate effort is needed to prevent their col-
lapse. He knows we need a functional partnership of Federal, state
and local authority to succeed in that, and he is its devoted builder.
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The law, and the programs, and the people of Florida reflect in-
creasing adherence to those understandings. The United States has
made enormous contributions toward stabilizing degradation of the
regional environment by creating and expanding conservation
units.

Everglades National Park, Big Cypress National Preserve, Bis-
cayne National Park, Loxahatchee, and the Refuges and Marine
Sanctuaries of the Keys are vital not just for protection of the re-
sources within their boundaries; by fixing the purpose and protec-
tion of these natural areas, the Federal Government has given our
state and local institutions a visible chance of success in their part
of the main effort. )

Such action by the United States has always hed the overwhelm-
. ing support of Florida's people and the extensive cooperation of
their officers.

South Florida’s estuarine and marine components are affected by
each decisionn made upgradient in the system. In those components,
the United States has jurisdiction, interests, and responsibilities of
immense importance.

Those must be acquitted in accord with measures in the rest of
the system. In the protection of Federal marine resources, you
must lead.

The Wilderness Society supports creation of a comprehensive
sanctuary, with organic authorities adequate to integrate its pro-
tection in that of the ecosystem. That is your best present opportu-
nity for such leadership.

We support boundaries as recommended by our colleagues at the
Center for Marine Conservation, and observe that every past fail-
ure to extend the region’s conservation units to encompass all pos-
sible scope of a natural area has been followed by high—sometimes
tragic—environmental and economic cost.

We support the categorical exclusion of mineral exploration and
development in the sanctuary. Impacts of those activities on nature
and society cannot be accommodated to the pursuit of a healthy re-
gional future.

To be a productive part of that future, we believe the identifica-
tion and protection of the sanctuary’s resources must flow from
general, public and effective planning. We commend the Compre-
hensive Management Plan provisions of S. 2247 as a necessary
amendment to your measure.

In many efforts, at all levels, necessary to protect the natural re-
sources of the sanctuary, you must give practical assurance that
the United States will protect them in its own activities.

We recommend the Federal Program Review provisions of the
Senate measure as an amendment to yours.

They properly cast protection of the sanctuary’s value as an ob-
jective of all Federal programs. In those provisions, is should be
made clear that the national security exception applies to our mili-
tary security and the integrity of our borders.

H.R. 3719, so amended, conforms to and complements the proper
aims of all parties engaged in durably protecting and restoring the
region’s environment, economy, and social value. We ask that you.
so report it, and that you firmly support its enactment.
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In the general effort, the marine resources of the Keys are now
like a boat losing power with shoals alee. The creation of a compre-
hensive Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary is a necessary.
a;:lchor to windward for the whole system, one only you can pro-
vide.

Thank you.

Mr. HerTEL. I would like to thank all panel members who have
testified today. Once again, we may have questions for you. We ap-
preciate your testimony.

You will be notified of any further action on this specific bill.

The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:05 p.m., the subcommittees adjourned and the
following was submitted for the record:]



101sT CONGRESS
18T SESSION . ° 37 l 9

To establish the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary, and for other purposes.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

NOVEMBER 17, 1989
Mr. FasceLL (for himself and Mr. JoxEs of Narth Caroling) introduced the fol-
lowing bill; which was referred jointly to the Committees on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries and Foreign Affairs

A BILL

To establish the Florida Keys National Marine Sgnctuary, and

for other purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 twes of the United States of Ar'nerica in Congress assembled,

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

4 This Act may be cited as the “Florida Keys National
" 5 Marine Sanctvary Act of 1989”".

6 SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

7 The Congress finds the following:

8 (1) The Florida Keys extend approximately 125

9 miles southwest from the southern tip of the Florida
10 peninsula.,
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2
(2) Adjacent to the Florida Keys land mass are

located spectacular marine environments unlike any-
where else in the United States, including tropical
waters with outstanding fisheries and extensive coral
reefs.

(3) These marine environments have extensive
recreational value and support valuable commercial
fisheries.

{(4) Establishment of the Key Largo National
Marine Sanctuary and the Looe Key National Marine
Sanctuary has been successful in protecting certain
vital components of Floridé Keys marine environments.

(5) Recent vessel groundings along the reefs of
the Florida Keys within the boundaries of the Key
Largo National Marine Sanctuary and Fort Jefferson
Monument west of Key West represent a threat to the
vitality of the marine environments of the Florida
Keys.

(6) The Congress should take action to protect the
existing National Marine Sanctuaries located in the
Florida Keys from further vessel groundings, and to
protect additional significant areas of Florida Keys
marine environments by establishing a unified Florida

Keys National Marine Sanctuary.

OHR 3719 IH
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1 SEC. 3. POLICY. .
It is the policy of the United States to protect the fisher-

ies, wildlife, coral reefs, and other aspects of Florida Keys

marine environments—

2
3
4
5 (1) by designating a unified Florida Keys National
6 Marine Sanctuary;

7 (2) by restricting certain commercial vessel traffic
8 within that sanctuary; and

9 (3) by requiring international negotiations to des-
10 ignate that sanctuary as an area to be avoided by com-
11 mercial vessel traffic.

12 SEC. 4. DESIGNATION OF SANCTUARY.

13 (a) DESIGNATION.—The area described in subsection
14 (b) is hereby designated as the Florida Keys National Marine
15 Sanctuary (hereinafter in this Act referred to as the “Sanctu-
16 ary”). .

17 (b) AREA.—The area referred to in subsection (a) con-

18 sists of all submerged lands and waters within the seaward

19 boundary of the 12-mile territorial sea of the United States

20 located—
21 (1) in a general southerly direction from the Flori-
22 da Keys to a seaward extent of the 300 foot isobath;
23 and
24 (2) between the northeastern-most boundary of
25 the Key Largo National Marine Sanctuary and the

OHR 3719 IH
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- 4

western-most boundary of the Fort Jefferson National

Monument.

(c) AREAS IN BOUNDARIES OF STATE OF FLORIDA.—
The designation under subsection (a) shall not take effect
with respect to an area located within the seaward boundary
of the State of Florida if not later than 90 days after the date
of the enactment of this Act the Governor of the State of
Florida notifics the Secretary of Commerce (hereinafter in
this Act referred to as the “Secretary’’) in writing that the
designation of that area is unacceptable. Not later than 30
days after receiving such a notification, the Secretary shall
publish and transmit to the Congress the boundaries of the
Sanctuary, as modified in accordance with the notification.
SEC. 5. PROHIBITION OF COMMERCIAL VESSEL TRAFFIC.

(a) PROHIBITION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—No person shall operate in the
Sanctuary a vessel which is used in the trade of carry-
ing cargo or in the trade of servicing offshore installa-
tions.

(2) LiMmrtATiON.—This subsection does not pro-
hibit operation of a vessel—

(A) in a channel maintained by the Coast

Guard; or

(B) in an area designated by regulations

issued by the Secretary under subsection (b).

oHR 3719 IH
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(b) REGULATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in consultation
with the Secretary of the Department in which the
Coast Guard is operating and the Governor of the
Staie of Florida, shall issue regulations designat;lg
areas of the Sanctuary where vessels used in a trade
described in subsection (a)(1) may be operated.

(2) CoNTENT.—Regulations issued under this
subsection shall include—

(A) designation of areas of special ecological
significance and areas of special navigation
hazard, within which vessels used in a trade de-
scribed in subsectipn (a)(1) shall be prohibited, in-
cluding a buffer zone of 2 nautical miles surround-
ing the feature giving rise to such designation;
and

(B) any other provisions necessary to prevent
vessel groundings within the Sanctuary.

(c) PENALTIES AND ENFORCEMENT.—

(1) C1viL PENALTY.—Any person subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States who violates this Act
is subject to a civil penalty under section 307 of the
Marine Protection Research, and Sanctuaries Act of

1972 (16 U.S.C. 1437), and any vessel used for such a

®HR 3719 IH
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6

violation is subject to seizure and forfeiture under that

section.

(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The Secretary may enforce
this section under section 307 of the Marine Protection
Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972.

SEC. 6. INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS.

The Secretary of Transportation, in consultation with
the Secretary of State, shall prepare and submit a proposal to
the International Maritime Organization to designate the
Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary as an area to be
avoided. Thev Secretary of Transportation shall ensure that
the proposal would not result in undue interference with en-

joyment of the Sanctuary for recreational purposes.

O
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Tl (305) 664 3434

Tentative Description of Installation Plan for Pollutionless Toilet
Systems For the Purpose of Avoiding and Phasing Out Public Sewage
Systems and Resultant Marine Nutrification

P.M. Yananton, Fresident

Summary

Three commercially avatlable sanitary sy stems are discussed which, if

installed in all new homnes after 1992 wnd  gradually phased in  all

buildings by the year 2000, would eliminate the need for public sewage
svstems)

This plan has evolved in an attempt Lo avoid the increasingly large
volumes  of waste cntering our sewage systems from growing popula-
tions, especially those that empty into marine waters, Conceived for
the heavily polluted waterways of New Jersey, it is ideal for the
Fiorida Keys as some of the units can be powered by wind c¢r solar
energy. The Florida Keys, because of their unique marine environment,
cannot afford to have its highways ripped up, massive sewage treat-
ment plants constructed and outfall pipes installed which would deliver
waste water into our unique marine-reef environment. These pollution-
less toilet and septic systems are more affordable than would be the
installation of a public sewage system. All antiquated septic systems
presently used in the Florida Keys would be eliminated.

Discussion

Hundreds of years ago, people living in cities near streams, lakes,
rivers and oceans believed they could deliver their plumbing into
thesc waterways without harm. The waterways were thought to be
capable of carrying this waste away. Once it was realized that dis-
ease could be transmitted, public sewage treatment plants evolved.
Recently with the advent of ecological awareness, it i8 now known
that the nutrients still delivered into our primary waterways from
primary and sccondary treated sewage can result in a gradual to ex-
treme degradation of the marine environment. Tertiary water treat-
ment in public sewage facilities has not been installed in this country
due to extremely high costs.

The volumes of nutrient waste being released into the marine environ-
ment have increased dramatically. For example, in 1973 nine outfall
pipes in the Miami tri-county erea delivered a total waste-water dis-

charge of 30.3 million gallons a day. Today, two outfall pipes from
Miami alone deliver 225 million gallons a day of nutrient laden,

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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secondary-treated sewage water. In addition, storm water runoff can
overwhelm these treatment facilities causing the discharge of raw,

untreated scwage. Also many, especially those located in the Florida
Keys, use septic tanks and cesspools for waste disposal. These older
systems allow nutrients to seep into the ground and can escape into
the water table or surrounding waterways.

In previous years, due to the lack of modern technology, it was dif-
ficult to deal with these problems. Today it is necessary to link lo-
cal, state and federal programs with these existing technologies so as
to begin to eliminate antiquated systems which pollute the environ-
ment.  All literature describing pollutionless toilet systems and
microorganism additives is attached. :

Also, many homeowners using inground septic systems do not know how
to maintain them properly. As a result, many of these systems ac-
cumulate solids and leach nutrients into the ground and surrouanding
waterways. It is now possible lo obtain commercially available
microorganisms (such as Rid-X by the D-Con Company and others) which
if used in every hoime routinely would immediately reduce levels of
nitrates escaping into the waterways. These microorganisms allow for
maximum digestion of all nutrients within the septic system and keep
maintenance to a minimum.

It should be noted that if communities adopt a phosphate ban coupled
with the use of septic microorganisms, an immediate reduction of
nutrification of surrounding waterways would be noticed.

Tentative Plan

1990: Begin discussions with companies involved. Investigate
feasibility plan with county commissioners.

1991: Institute seversl test facilities using various toilet systems
in question; conduct further investigntions and research. Hearings on
final plan; begin implementation.

1991: All homeowners presently using septic systems must begin to
use nutrient-digesting organism supplements and be given literature in
its use at the county level.

*Theoretically, if every homeowner in a big city such as Miami began
using these microorganisms, most of the nitrates would be removed
from public sewage before the wastewater even reached the treatment
plant. Not only would this make sewage treatment easier and more ef-
fective but it would dramatically reduce the level of algae-promoting
nitrates entering the marine environment via outfalls. Use of these
microorganisms as discussed coupled with towns and cities having
phosphate bans would be far more effective in reducing nutrification
of marine waters.
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1992: All new homes and large facilites to be constrructed shall in-
stall and maintain a pollutionless, self-contained tcilet or sewage
system if a building permit is to be issued. All cost and maintenance
of the systems would be the responsibility of the owner. All  high-
rise apartments, condominiums or skyscrapers may use a combination of
pollutionless toilet systems in conjunction with large pollutionless
systems such as Rotopack or in combination with an in-house, treat-~
ment plant providing in-house tertiary water treatment.

1995: All home and building constructed prior to 1970 shall convert
over to pollutionless toilet systems as described,

By the year 2000: All building shall convert over to pollutionless
toilet systems where applicable.

Note: The preceding plan as outlined is for informational purposes
only. Commercial Products Research Inc., is presently not involved in
this business or connected with any of the companies mentioned.
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Preservation of Qur Right As Individuals To Discovery And Exploration

Patrick M. Yananton
Microbiologist
Environmental Committee
PRIDE Board of Directors
{Attachment #1)

Many people hear the word "Sanctuary”, especially citizens not living
in the Florida Keys and immedistely believe that a sanctuary will cure
all the environmental ills of the area. ’

It is a point of fact that the present sanctuary systems which oc-
cupy almost 50X of the entire reef system, including the most
luxurious reefs in the Florida Keys, are experiencing multiple dif-

ficulties they cannot control. A Florida Keys National Marine
Sanctuary plan will ignore many of these problems while exacerbating
others. In addition, this plan would upset the present balance be-

tween free ocean and sanctuaries/parks creating econcmic hardship for
many occupations.

1. The present sanctuaries in existence cannot resolve the greatest
threat to reef ecosystems, which is water pollution from outside
sources. Before today ends, more than 225 MILLION gallons of secon-
dary treated, sometimes raw_untreated sewage will be discharged from
Miami_ outfall pipes alone. The nutrients released from these pipes
just 3 miles off the beach, promote rapid algae growth, inhibit and
destroy rapid coral growth, carry toxins, pesticides, heavy metals and
can result in permanent reef destruction on a greater scale than any
anchor or ship grounding.

Presently outbreaks of algae are occurring on some of the reefs in
the existing sanctuary off Key Largo (see attachment #2). Attached
is a scientific paper discussing the degradation of Carysfort Reef
over the last 10 years. This reef, located on the northern border of
the present Key Largo Marine Sanctuary, les south of Miami in the
Gulf Stream countercurrent which flows south, The paper discusses
damage that could easily be related to sewage {attachment #3).

I have personally made observations from the air and have seen miles
and miles of discolored water flowing south and inland towards Miami
Beach frum these outfall pipes.

The health of our most northern reefs will depend on actions taken by
the Environmental Protection Agency as required by Section 302 of
the Clean Water Act, ammended in 1987, which states, "Whenever new in-
formation indicates a negative change in environment due to previous
policies of sewage discharge, the EPA Administrator can institute al-
ternate effluent control strategies for point sources.” We, the
citizens of the Florida Keys, and PRIDE, are planning to present this
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data to the EPA. We can have meanmngful NOAA studies perfoimed in
Federal waters without having a Marine Sanctuary as was done in New
Jersey during the fish kill of 1976, We have accumulated data on a
variety of technology that can replace public sewage systems and
stop marine nutrification.

2. Present Marine Sanctuary plans cannot resolve non-point sources
of pollution entering marine waters from populated areas of the
Florida Keys. Members of PRIDE will submit to our local commissioners
for study a 10-year plan to phase out all antiquated septic systems.
The antiquated systems will be replaced by modern, inexpensive,
independently-owned, pollution-free toilet and septic systems that can
be powered by solar or wind driven energy. A sample of the plan is
attached for your examination and discussion (see attachment £4). The
plan will be also applicable for all towns and cities that discharge
pollutants into marine environments via public sewage systems.

3. Present Marine Sanctuaries cannot deal with the volumes of
nutrient-laden water coming from developments, farms, and other fer-
tilizer run-off sources from Lake Okeechobee, Homestead through the
Everglades and Florida Bay to our oceans.

4. Sanctuaries and marine parks in the Keys attract thousands of
tourists who dive and snorkel every day and cause unintentional
damage to the reefs. Damage is occurring at Grecian Rocks and many
other sites. I have attached the testimony of a charter boat captain
from Key West who claims the majority of the coral damage is occur-
ring under the mooring buoys which attract the most crowds (see at-
tachment #5), The U.S. Department of Commerce directive allows for
traditional uses of the areas by recreational user groups so long as
their activities do not threaten the basic integrity of the site's
resource value. Therefore, if Sanctuary rules were enforced divers
and snorkelers should not be allowed in a Sanctuary (see attachment
%8).

5. Present Marine Sanctuaries DO NOT prevent ship groundings. The
most _recent ship groundings occurred within sanctuary boundaries. we
need improved Aids to Navigation off our reefs. Shipwrecks have oc-
curred off the Florida Keys for the past 400 years and have left no
permanent scars. Reefs will always grow back IF, and only IF, water
quality is good.

6. Present Marine Sanctuaries are helpless in the face of natural
massive reef destruction such as hurricanes, predators, changes in
water temperature and chemistry. Reefs have been constantly chang-
ing, moving, dying and being reborn for millions of years in response
to environmental conditions. The present Florida Keys islands are
situated on dead coral. Reef dynamics can proceed only in healthy
water.
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7. Without a doubt, the present Sanctuary law, if extrapolated to the
entire area of the Florida Keys will negatively affect the lives and
finances of many occupations, varying from fishermen to marina
operators to real estate sales, not just historic shipwreck salvors
and tropical fish collectors. A negative financial multiplier effect
of Sanctuary law off our entire islands will filter down to every life
aspect in the Keys., The National Marine Sanctuaries Act states, "the
Secretary shall consider negative income-generating activities and
socioeconomic effects of Sanctuary designation” (see attachment #7).

8. The National Marine Sanctuaries Act states that, "because of
questions of manageability, the maximum size will not exceed that of
the largest marine sanctuary (the Channel Islands) of 1,252 square

nautical miles.”

The Florida Keys represent an enormous_area of more than 2,000
square nautical miles -~ almost 2 times the_size of the Channel Is-

lands. An area this size as discussed in the National Marine
Sanctuaries Act becomes TOO unmanageable, unmaintainable ard unen-
forceable. WHERE WOULD THE MONEY TO MANAGE THIS AREA COME FROM?
New taxes? User fees? Licenses? Do we spend tax dollars and
government budgets on flotillas of enforcement patrol boats OR do we
focus our efforts and funds wisely on the No. 1 REAL ENEMY OF THE
REEF, "CURING WATER QUALITY ILLS,” only obtainable through non-
sanctuary strategies?
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Washington, DC  20593-0001
US pronrnen' m.g.srﬁ.‘:; Coast Guard S!:" g'y?nbol

of Transportation Phone:

United States

Coast Guard

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
U. S. COAST GUARD

STATEMENT OF

CAPTAIN JAMES R. WHITE
CHIEF, SHORT RANGE AIDS TO NAVIGATION DIVISION

OFFICE OF NAVIGATION SAFETY AND WATERWAY SERVICES

BEFORE

THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OCEANOGRAPHY AND GREAT LAKES
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION

AND THE ENVIRONMENT

REGARDING ¢

THE FLORIDA KEYS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY ACT OF 1990

H.R. 3719
MAY 10, 1990
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BIOGRAPHY

CAPTAIN JAMES R. WHITE
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD

Captain White is presently serving as Chief of the Short
Range Aids to Navigation Division, Office of Navigation Safety
and Waterway Services at Coast Guard Headguarters. In this
capacity, he has program management responsibility for Waterways
Management, 93,000 Federal and private aids to navigation, and
implementation of vessel routing measures such as Traffic
Separation Schemes and Areas to be Avoided. He is also the
United States delegate to the International Maritime Organization
Subcommittee on Safety of Navigation.

Captain White graduated from the United States Coast Guard

" Academy in 1967. Following assignments as navigator on the polar
icebreaker USCG Cutter BURTON ISLAND (WAGB-283), and as Assistant
Chief of the Communications Branch in the First Coast Guard
District, Captain White attended graduate school at the
University of Rochester where he reéceived an MS in optics. He
then served in various assignments in the Coast Guard Office of
Research and Development, culminating with four years as the
Chief of the Sensor Technology Branch, where he was responsible
for development of several key projects including the AIREYE
remote sensing system, the ship tethered radar aerostat, and the
Search and Rescue Satellite System.

Captain White's military awards include the Coast Guard
Meritorious Service Medal, and the Coast Guard Commendation
Medal.

Captain White is a native of Hull, Massachusetts and is
married to the former Victoria Roselando of Medford,
Massachusetts. They have two children.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
U.S. COAST GUARD
STATEMENT OF CAPTAIN JAMES R. WHITE
ON THE FLORIDA KEYS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY ACT OF 1990
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEES ON OCEANOGRAPHY AND GREAT LAKES
AND FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AND THE ENVIRONMENT
COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
MAY 10, 1990

GOOD AFTERNOON MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS. I AM CAPTAIN JAMES
WHITE, CHIEF OF THE SHORT RANGE AIDS TO NAVIGATION DIVISION OF
THE COAST GUARD'S OFFICE OF NAVIGATION SAFETY AND WATERWAY
SERVICES. I AM PLEASED TO APPEAR BEFORE YOU TODAY TO PRESENT THE
COAST GUARD'S VIEWS ON THE FLORIDA KEYS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY
BILL INTRODUCED BY CONGRESSMAN FASCELL.

I HAVE HAD THE PRIVILEGE OF VISITING THE KEY LARGO AND LOOE
KEY NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARIES AND SEEING FIRST HAND THE
BEAUTIFUL CORAL REEFS AND VAST ARRAY OF LIVING PLANTS AND ANIMALS
THAT RELY ON THE REEF FOR FOOD, SHELTER AND BREEDING SITES. IT
IS TRULY A NATIONAL TREASURE AND SHOULD BE PROTECTED.

THE COAST GUARD RECOGNIZES THE ENVIRONMENTAL SENSITIVITY OF
THE FLORIDA CORAL REEFS AND SUPPORTS THE INTENT OF THE BILL TO
PROTECT THEM. AS YOU MAY KNOW, LAST FALL THREE COMMERCIAL
VESSELS GROUNDED ALONG THE FLORIDA REEFS WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES OF
THE KEY LARGO NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY AND THE FORT JEFFERSON
NATIONAL MONUMENT WEST OF KEY WEST. WHILE NOT RESULTING IN
POLLUTION, THE GROUNDINGS CAUSED CONSIDERABLE DAMAGE TO THE
LIVING CORAL. VESSEL GROUNDINGS AND THE RISK OF OIL SPILLS FROM
THOSE GROUNDINGS ARE A SERIOUS THREAT TO THE CONTINUED VITALITY

OF THE REEFS.

31-627 0 - 90 - 3
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THIS BILL WOULD PROTECT THE MARINE ENVIRONMENT OF THE FLORIDA
KEYS BY DESIGNATING ONE LARGE SAQCTUARY - THE FLORIDA KEYS
NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY.

WHILE WE SUPPORT THE BILL'S INTENT, IT DOES RAISE SOME
CONCERNS WHICH I WILL ADDRESS TODAY.

FIRST, THE BILL DESCRIBES THE SANCTUARY AREA AS CONSISTING
OF ALL SUBMERGED LANDS AND WATERS WITHIN THE SEAWARD BOUNDARY OF
THE TWELVE MILE TERRITORIAL SEA OF THE UNITED STATES. 1IN A
DECEMBER 27, 1988, PROCLAMATION, PRESIDENT REAGAN EXTENDED THE
U.S. TERRITORIAL SEA FROM THREE TO TWELVE NAUTICAL MILES FOR
INTERNATIONAL PURPOSES.

IF ;;E INTENT OF THE BILL IS TO ENSURE THAT THE ENTIRE
SANCTUARY WILL EXTEND TO THé FULL BREADTH OF THE 12 MILE
TERRITORIAL SEA, THEN THE SANCTUARY SHOULD BE DESCRIBED AS "ALL
WATERS WITHIN TWELVE NAUTICAL MILES FROM THE BASELINES OF THE
UNITED STATES ESTABLISHED IN ACCORDANCE WITH INTERNATIONAL LAW."

THIS DESCRIPTION WOULD PLACE THE ENTIRE SANCTUARY WITHIN THE
TERRITORIAL SEA AND WOULD AID ENFORCEMENT OF REGULATIONS ISSUED
UNDER THIS BILL.

SECTION 6 OF THE BILL SEEKS TO REQUIRE THE SECRETARY OF
TRANSPORTATION TO SUBMIT A PROPOSAL TO THE INTERNATIONAL MARITIME
ORGANIZATION TO DESIGNATE THE FLORIDA KEYS NATIONAL MARINE
SANCTUARY AS AN AREA TO BE AVOIDED BY COMMERCIAL SHIPPING.

THE COAST GUARD HAS ALREADY SUBMITTED A PROPOSAL TO THE
INTERNATIONAL MARITIME ORGANIZATION FOR AN AREA TO BE AVOIDED OFF
THE FLORIDA REEFS. WE RECOMMENDED THAT ALL VESSELS CARRYING

CARGOES OF OIL AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND ALL VESSELS GREATER
\
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THAN 50 METERS IN LENGTH AVOID THE AREA. THE AREA TO BE AVOIDED
BEGINS SOUTH OF MIAMI AND EXTENDS TO AND INCLUDES THE DRY
TORTUGAS ISLANDS. THE AREA TO BE AVOIDED 1S APPROXIMATELY TEN
MILES OFF THE FLORIDA COAST AND APPROXIMATELY FIVE MILES OFF THE
REEFS.

THE COAST GUARD WORKED WITH THE STATE OF FLORIDA TO DEVELOP
A PROPOSAL FOR AN AREA TO BE AVOIDED OFF THE FLORIDA COAST TO
ATTEMPT TO PREVENT LARGER VESSELS FROM RUNNING AGROUND AND
DAMAGING THE CORAL REEFS. PUBLIC MEETINGS WERE HELD IN MIAMI AND
KEY WEST TO GATHER INFORMATION AND PUBLIC VIEWS ON THE PROPOSAL.
THE AREA TO BE AVOIDED PROPOSED TO THE INTERNATIONAL MARITIME
ORGANIZATION ENCOMPASSES THE CORAL REEFS, BUT ALSO PROVIDES FOR
CONTINUED ESSENTIAL LOCAL TRAFFIC THROUGH HAWK CHANNEL AS WELL AS
ACCESS TO NECESSARY ANCHORAGE AREAS NEAR THE PORT OF KEY WEST.
THESE LOCAL NEEDS WERE CLEARLY CONVEYED TO US BY THE PUBLIC AT
THE MEETINGS.

THE COAST GUARD ALSO HAS SEVERAL TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON THE
BILL.

SECTION 4(B)(1) DESCRIBES THE SANCTUARY BOUNDARIES IN TERMS
OF THE 300-~FOOT ISOBATH. FOR SEVERAL REASONS, SUCH AS PLOTTING
THE SANCTUARY ON NAUTICAL CHARTS AND ENFORCEMENT OF THE
REGULATIONS; IT IS PREFERABLE TO LUESCRIBE THE BOUNDARIES BY
LATITUDE AND LONGITUDE.

SECTION 5(A)(1) PROHIBITS VESSELS "USED IN THE TRADE OF
CARRYING CARGO OR IN THE TRADE OF SERVICING OFFSHORE
INSTALLATIONS" IN THE SANCTUARY. THESE TERMS ARE UNDEFINED. IT
IS RECOMMENDED THAT THiS SECTION CONTAIN LANGUAGE SIMILAR TO THAT
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OF SECTION 5(B), UNDER WHICH REGULATIONS RESTRICTING SPECIFIC
VESSELS WOULD BE PROMULGATED. THE REGULATION COULD ADDRESS
VESSEL OPERATION IN THE SANCTUARY ON THE BASIS OF TONNAGE, DRAFT,
TYPE OF CARGO, OR OTHER APPROPRIATE FACTORS.

SECTION S5(A)(2)(A) ALLOWS VESSELS, WHICH MIGHT OTHERWISE BE
PROHIBITED, TO OPERATE "IN A CHANNEL MAINTAINED BY THE COAST
GUARD." THE COAST GUARD DOES NOT MAINTAIN CHANNELS; THE U.S.
ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS DOES. THE COAST GUARD ESTABLISHES AIDS
TO NAVIGATION TC ASSIST MARINERS IN NAVIGATION. 1IN THIS PROPOSED
SANCTUARY, MANY AREAS MARKED BY AIDS TO NAVIGATION EXIST THAT DO
NOT DEFINE CHANNEL BOUNDARIES. GENERALLY, THE AIDS MARK A
PREFERRED WAY TO TRANSIT THE AREA, BUT DO NOT RESTRICT VESSELS TO
A GIVEN AREA OR TRACK. IT IS THE OPERATOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO
USE CHARTS AND OTHER NAVIGATION TOOLS TO TRANSIT SAFELY. THE
ENFORCEMENT OF THIS SECTION WITH THIS LIMITATION WOULD BE
DIFFICULT, IF NOT IMPOSSIBLE. WE RECOMMEND THAT SECTION
5(A)(2)(A) BE DELETED. SECTION 5(A)(2)(B) PROVIDES SUFFICIENT
AUTHORITY TO PROMULGATE APPROPRIATE REGULATIONS TO ACHIEVE THIS
PURPOSE.

SECTION 5(B) AUTHORIZES THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE TO ISSUE
REGULATIONS PERTAINING TO VESSEL TRAFFIC IN THE SANCTUARY, IN
CONSULTATION WITH THE COAST GUARD. WE RECOMMEND THAT THIS
PROVISION BE AMENDED TO REQUIRE COAST GUARD CONCURRENCE (AS
OPPOSED TO CONSULTATION) WITH ANY PROPOSED REGULATIONS AFFECTING
VESSEL TRAFFIC.

SECTION 5(B)(2)(A) REQUIRES REGULATIONS WHICH INCLUDE
"BUFFER ZONES" SURROUNDING SPECIAL AREAS. WE INTERPRET THIS
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PROVISION TO ABSOLUTELY PROHIBIT VESSELS USED IN THE TRABE
DESCRIBED EARLIER. THE PRACTICAL EFFECT MAY BE TO CLOSE ROUTES
VITAL TO WATERBORNE COMMERCE. THIS IS UNDESIRABLE. CUSTOMARY
INTERNATIONAL LAW PROHIBITS COASTAL STATES FROM IMPOSING ANY
REQUIREMENTS ON FOREIGN SHIPS WHICH HAVE THE PRACTICAL EFFECT OF
DENYING OR IMPAIRING THE RIGHT OF INNOCENT PASSAGE. REGULATIONS
IMPLEMENTING THE SPECIFIC PROVISIONS OF THE BILL SHOULD BE
CONSISTENT WITH INTERNATIONAL LAW. IF THE NEED EXISTS FOR
SPECIAL RULES OR RESTRICTIONS, THEY CAN BE INCLUDED IN THE
REGULATIONS. ADDITIONAL PROHIBITIONS IMPOSED IN THE FORM OF
"BUFFER ZONES" SHOULD NOT EXTEND BEYOND THE SANCTUARY BOUNDARY.
WE DO NOT OPPOSE THE CONCEPT OF AREAS OF SPECIAL ECOLOGICAL
SIGNIFICANCE OR SPECIAL NAVIGATIONAL HAZARD BEING DESIGNATED;
HOWEVER, WE FEEL BUFFER ZONES ARE REDUNDANT.

SECTION 5(C) INCORPORATES BY REFERENCE THE ENFORCEMENT
PROVISIONS OF THE MARINE PROTECTION, RESEARCH, AND SANCTUARIES
ACT, 16 U.S.C. 1437. THIS SECTION PROVIDES FOR ANY AUTHORIZED
PERSON TO SERVE A WARRANT OF ARREST ON BEHALF OF ANY COURT OF
"COMPETENT" JURISDICTION. UNDER PRESENT PRACTICE, UNITED STATES
DISTRICT COURTS ARE NOT PERMITTED TO ISSUE WARRANTS FOR SEéVICE
BEYOND THE BOUNDARIES OF THE STATES IN WHICH THE COURT SITS
ACCORDING TO RULE 4 OF THE FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL YROCEDURE. 1IN
GENERAL, THOSE BOUNDARIES ARE THREE NAUTICAL MILES. IT WOULD BE
ADVISABLE TO INCLUDE A PROVISION IN THIS BILL EXTENDING THE
FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT'S JURISDICTION TO COINCIDE WITH THE
TERRITORIAL SEA WITHIN THE MARINE SANCTUARY ESTABLISHED BY THE

BILL.
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THAT CONCLUDES MY STATEMENT. THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY
TO COMMENT ON THIS YERY IMPORTANT BILL. I WILL BE HAPPY TO
ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS YOU MAY HAVE.
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May 4, 1990

Mr. Dennis M. Hertel, Chairman
Subcommittee on Oceanography

and Great lLakes

Mr. Gerry E. Studds, Chairman
Subcommittee on Fisheries and

Wildlife Conservation and the Environment
House Annex II, Room 532

washington, DC 20515

RE: FLORIDA KEYS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY
ACT OF 1990
Written Statement

Ladies and Gentelmen:

I am representing about Seventy-eight thousand five hundred
(78,500) people in the Florida Keys. As I am hear before you
today I feel somewhat like the Chinese student that was
standing in front of the tank in the Tiananmen Square in

China realizing that I am at the mercy of the driver of the
tank...I can scream, I can holler, I can cry, I can beqg, and I
can threaten, but none of those things will help me without your
consideration and mercy.

I would hope that these Subcommittee's would be part of the
solution and not part of the problem for Monroe County.

What we need is not a Sarnctuary what we need protection of our
reef by moving the freighter lines 20 miles further off shore,
better buoy systems for careful anchorage by anyone visiting
the reefs, and biologist to help treat the disease's on the
reef....you don't have to take us to do that...you don‘t have
to adopt the child to treat it...you can be the Doctor in this
case and help us in partnership to save our reef from any
degradation.

We are desperately trying and accomplishing the tremendous fete
of stopping the devastation on our land in Monroe County of
which is a very small percentage (about 68%) of land. Ninty
Four Percent( 94%) of our land is already in your hands, States
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hands or some military installation. We want to have

the control in preventing any degradation or polluting

to the reef, Do not take the only resource that we have
left,.. out of our hands and out of our destiny to now where
you are in control of it and not us. In twenty years or less
unfortunately for you and for us...you will not be here with
your wisdom and ability to determine what is right from wrong
from the fresh battle that is being fought here today and
listening to all sides...it will all be quite, and it will be
left to perhaps to a sole bureaucrat in the future years from
now to determine the fate of Monroe County. I do not feel that
you or I would even ccnsider that as being a possibility

in the future. But, knowing that if you form a Sanctuary those
powers are there, in place to change all of these rules that
you will be writing here today.. Our history is £full of
agreements that were placed in writing and agreed upon in both
groups and then broken or changed on down ihe line. All we have
to do is to think back to the past of the ticeaties with the
Indians or more recently in this decade of the Everglades
National Park where the fisherman in the upper Keys were told
in writing that they would never be banned from that
park...well today they are banned. Based on this past history
is why we are here today to plead that you dc not do this again
to us.....don't adopt us....help us....don't take us over.

If your concerns are that Monroe County is nat taking the lead
in solving it's problems let me assure you this is not the
case. Back in 1986 Monroe County adopted s land us plan. We
were put under an area of critical concern, and we have moved
forward into that process and will be the first coastal County
in the State of Florida to do so. Our total Growth Plan will
be excepted by the State of Florida and all of it's agencies.
Today, weather we build a fence or a major development all of
our permits go through a process of screening by said agencies
and we are working hand in hand with the Department of DCA, as
well as Federal Agency in this development. Our crapleted plan
will stop any pollution into our near shore waters and will be
properly balanced between hature ¢nd man in where we all can
live in harmony. We are now solving these problems that have
plagued us in the past. Prior politicians have not addressed
these concerns plcase do not hold us responsible for the
actions of past politicians. This County has the capability to
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continue to solve our problems,

This reef and Ocean bottom up to it are vital to our
existence, 'nd not only to the fishing industry but all
of our iivelihoods here in Monroe County.

In closing my final analogy is if this Sanctuary Bill passes
what this would be like for Monroe County.. it would be like
telling the citiveus of Monroe County that to protect them you
are going .0 drop a Nuclear bomb on Cuba so that you can
protect them from the evils of Communism, but unfortunately in
the process... the fall out and the shock waves would blow us
off the islands and we would no longer be here to enjoy what
they saved us for.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

/’/

Douglds M. Jones —
Board of County Commissioner

The Florida Xeys

Monroe County, Florida

DMJ /m1j
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Sclentiflic Liason

Florida Marine Life Assocliation
156 Dove Ave.

Tavernier, Fla. 33070

10 May 1990

H.R. 3719 (SUGGESTED CHANGES)

101st Congress
1st Session

To establish the Florida Keys Coral Conservation Area Act,
and for other stated purposes.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

A BILL

To establish the Florida Keys Coral Conservation Area Act,
and for other stated purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America In Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the "Florida Keys Coral Conservation
Area Act". .

SECTION 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:

(1) The Florida Keys extend for approximately 220 miles
southwest from the southern tip of the Florida peninsula.

(2) MAd3acent to ihe Florida Keys land mass are located
spectacular tropical marine environments unlike anywhere else
in the continental United States.

(3) These environments include extensive coral reefs and
other habitats that support a variety of valuable sport and
commercial fisheries. They also have value for ecology,
history, research, education and recreation, each of which is
important to the economic and environmental health of the
region and giving it special natlonal signhnificance.

(4) Establishment of the Key Largo National Marine
Sanctuary, the Looe Key National Marine Sanctuary, Biscayne
National Park, Fort Jefferson National Monument, and



69

Pennekamp State Park have been relatively successful in
allocating thelr resources among several user groups, but
studies have shown that they are not capable of preventing
coral degradation due to vessel groundings or water
pollution. The reason is that these management units do not
have the appropriate authority to do so.

(5) Recent vessel groundings along the reefs of the
Florida Keys within the boundaries of the Key Largo National
Marine Sanctuary and Fort Jefferson Monument west of Key West
have graphically demonstrated this failure, and represent one
threat to the vitality of the marine environments of the
Florida Keys. Another threat is a potential for oil spills
due to exploration, drilling and transportation. A third
threat is the subtle long-term effect of polluted water on
coral health and growth; a threat that is just now beling
realized. This pollution comes from a variety of sources
both within and outside of this Conservation Area.

(6) The Congress shall take action to protect the
existing Parks and Sanctuaries, as well as the rest of the
area, from these three fundamental problems, by developing
and establishing a comprehensive Florida Keys Coral
Conservation Area Act that plugs the gaps in existing
management authority, knowledge, and regulat.ons, without
overlapping the authority of existing management agencies.

(7) The Agencies of the United States must cooperate
fully to achleve the necessary protection to reduce the
significant threats to live corals and enable them to
flourish as they have in the past.

SECTION 3. POLICY.

It is the ponlicy of the United States to conserve the
commercial, recreational, and historical uses and values of
the Florida Keys marine environments as well as the wildlife,
coral reefs, and other aspects of the Conservation Area ---

(1) by designating a comprehensive Florida Keys Coral
Conservation Area Act.

(2) by restricting certain commercial vessel traffic
within the Conservation Area.

{3) .by requiring international negotiations to designate
the COan;vation Area as an area to be avolded by commerclial
vessel traffic.

{4) by prohibiting hydrocarbon exploration and drilling
in the Conservation Area.

(5) by studying, developing regulations, and regulating
other threats to water quality, whether the threats originate
within or outside of the conservation area.

(6) by developing educational programs and displaying
historical artifacts from the rich human and natural history
of the land and water areas.

SECTION 4. DEFINITIONS.
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(1) Conservation: Wise and fairly-proportioned use ot
the resource by all user groups so that the resource
continues to exist in a healthy state. Restrictions on any
use are to be based on scientific facts that document
significant effects on the environment.

(2) Coral: Live corals of the orders Scleractinia
(stony coral) and Milleporina (fire coral).

(3) Significant water pollution: Addition of enough
substances to water to change the ecology and character of an
area.

(4) Commercial Fishery: A fishery engaged in for a
profit, including the Marine Life Fishery and all of its
components including Live Rock and Gorgonians.

SECTION 5. DESIGNATION.

(1) The area described in section 6 1s to be designated
as the Florida Keys Coral Conservation Area (hereinafter in
this Act reierred to as the "Conservation Area") if the data
gathered afiter full public hearings and input at the local
level determines the need, usefulness, appropriateness, and
feaslbility of the legislation. Full public participation
from start to finish in developing management regulations is
required.

(2) The Act shall be established only 1f sufficient
funds are budgeted and appropriated for continued effective
operation of this Act.

SECTION 6. AREA.

The area referred to iIn the Act consists of all submerged
lands and waters within the seaward boundary of the 12-mile
territorial sea of the United States located ---

(1) in a general southwesterly direction along the
Atlantic Ocean side of the Florida Keys from shore to the 300
foot isobath; and

(2) between the northeastern-most boundary of Biscayne
National Park and the western-most boundary of the Fort
Jeffersoa National Monument.

>

SECTION 7. AREAS IN BOUNDARIES OF STATE OF FLORIDA.

The designation under section 6 will not take effect with
respect to an area located within the seaward boundary of the
State of Florida if not later than 90 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act the Governor of the State of
Florida notifles the Secretary in writing that the
designation of that area is unacceptable. Not later than 30
days after recelving such a notification, the Secretary shall
publish and transmit to the Congress the boundaries of the
Act, as modified in accordance with the notification.
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SECTION 8. PROHIBITIONS.

(1) No person shall operate in the Conservation Area a
vessel which is used in the trade of carrying cargo or in the
trade of servicing offshore installations unless proven that
such operation does not damage the live corals.

(2) No person shall drill, explore for, or extract any
hydrocarbons from the Conservation area.

(3) No person or government or corporate entity shall
cause water degradation by discharging either directly or
indirectly into the water any substances causing significant
water pollution.

SECTION 9. LIMITATIONS.

(1) This Act shall not have jurisdiction over any
commercial or sport fishery nor any component of any fishery
noxr develop and enforce regulations that requlate fishing by
means of area, time, gear, product or other manner in the
Conservatlion Area.

(2) This Act shall not have jurisdiction over any other
activity in the Conservation area not expressed in Section 8.
(3} All requlations developed and enforced under this
Act shall be based on scientific evidence and fact, in order
to achieve the greatest diversity of use and benefits to Man,
at tne lowest cost, within the context of conserving the

coral.

(4) All requlations shall be detailed enough *o -
eliminate variations in interpretation from one eniorcement
unit to another. 1If a difference of opinion develops over
interpretation, then the regulation will be re-written to
eliminate the uncertainty (or an official opinion will be
issued), and the revision (or opinion) will be sent out for
public input on the exact intent and meaning of the
regulation in gquestion.

SECTION 10. PENALTIES AND ENFORCEMENT.

(1) CIVIL PENALTY: Any person subject to the
Jurisdiction of the United States who violates thls Act is
subject to a civil penalty appropriate to the violation.

(2) ENFORCEMENT: The Secretary may enforce the
provisions of this Act through the Coast Guard and the
Florida Marline Patrol, as appropriate.

SECTION 11. INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS.
The Secretary of Transportation, in consultation with the

Secretary of State, shall prepare and submit a proposal to
the International Maritime Organization to designate the
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Florida Keys Coral Conservation Area as an "Area to be
Avoided". The Secretary of Transportatlion shall ensure that
the proposal would not result in undue interference with
enjoyment of the Conservation area for recreational,
commercial or fishery purposes,

/%2%47‘//(%@/}4\\
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POSITION PAPER: H.R. 3719, “FLORIDA KEYS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY ACT OF 1990

SUBMITTED TO:

SUBCOMMITTEE ON OCEANOGRAPHY AND GREAT TAKES

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AND THE ENVIRONMENT

PRESENTED BY:

BIG PINE JAYCEES

LOWER KEYS CHAMBER OF CUMMERCE

MONROE COUNTY C.A.R.E.S., INC.
LOWER KEYS CONTRACTOR'S ASSOCIATION
MARATHON AND LOWER KEYS ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS
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PO Bow 229
Big. Flre Hogyy FPanida 33043

MAHAQEMINT

May 6, 1990

To: Dennie X Hertel, Chairman To: Gerry E. Studdsl Chairman
Subcommittee on Oceanography Subcomnittee on Fisheries and
and Great Lakes Vildlife Conservation and the

Environment

This letter is to certify that Peter J. Ryan, Executive Vice President
of Monroe County C.A.R.E.S., Inc., has full authorization to speak for
and represent the Big Pine Key Jaycees. The position paper he is

presenting to you this day carries the endorsement of the Big Pine Key

Jaycees

Ve urge you to carefully consider this document as it represents the
views of a wide range of young citizens and business people in cur
community. Thank you very much.

Gyt

President, Big Pine Key Jaycees

cc:file
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“ LOWER KEYS
'CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

MM 31, P.O. Drawer 511, Big Pine, Aorida 33043

May 6, 1990

To: Dennis X Hertel, Chairman To: Gerry.E. Studds, Chatrman
Subcomnittee on Oceanography Subconnittee on Fieheries and
and Great Lakes Wildlife Conservation and the

Environment

Thise letter 1is to certify that Peter J. Ryan, Executive Vice President
of Monroe County C.A.R.E.S., Inc., bhas full authorization to speak for
and represent the Lower Keys Chamber of Commerce. The position paper
he ie presenting to you this day carries the endorsement of the Lower
Keys Chamdber of Commerce. Ve urge you to weigh our concerns carefully
as thie document represents ithe views of the businesses of our
community. Thank you very much.

Sincarely.

Garry A Sievers .
President, Lower Keys Chamber of Commerce

ccifile

Vjsitors, Information Center ( 305) 872-:2411 | Chcllmbﬁr Pfﬂlce (305) 872-3580
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~“’° C“%, %mae@axm @..;4.2.2.5.

\/ \’/D— Concerned Area Residents for

Q‘) I\ adan) Environmental Sanity

Eo PO. Bay 2009. By Pine Rey, 7L 35043
C.4.R.E.S. (305) 8§72-¢432 .

Ay 10, 1990

TO: CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES AND WILDI.TFE CONSERVATION

CHATIRMAN, SUBCOMMITIFE ON OCEANOGRAPHY AND THE GREAT LAKES

This letter is to certify that Peter J. Ryan, Executive Vice President of
Monroe County C.A.R.E.S., Inc., has full authorization to speak for and
represent that organization. The position paper he is presenting to you
this day carries the endorsement of C.A.R.E.S. I urge you to \-gigh our
concerns carefully as this document represents the views of several

important segments of our community. Thank you very much.

Sincerely,
1k Ly
Nick Riggio

President, Monroe County C.A.R.E.S., Inc.
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c-(-)ower Q(rys @on!rurlm; (ﬂnoﬂuhon, gnc. -

ERoute 1 EBox 843 872-2033
’_//319 ’_())me Q(;y, mon(]a 33043 872'9590
Yay 6, 13990 .

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES
RM. 1334 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTCN, D.C. 20515-6230

Dear Committee Members:

This letter is to certify that Peter J. Ryan, Executive Vice President
of Monroe County C.A.R.E.S., Inc., will be speaking to you in behalf of our
organization, Lover Keys Contractors Association. The position paper
he will be presenting to you carries the endorsement of the L.K.C.A.,
1 urge you to weigh our concerns carefully, as this represents
not only the views of our organization, but the views of several
1important segments of our community. Thank you very much.

Sincerely, . ~
’ N .(f' zf,\‘”VK N
RN YL
Brooks Thommes

Vice-President cf Lower Keys Contractors Association, Inc.

BWT/srt
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Marathm & Lower keyes
Board of REALIORS . Inc )

PO BOX 864

REALTOR * MARATHON, FLORIDA 33050
May 4, 1990
Hon. Dennis M. Hertel, Chairman Hon. Gerry E. Studds, Chairman
Subcommittee on Oceanography and Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife
Great Lakes Conservation and the Environment
U.S. House of Representatives U.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Merchant Marine & Fisheries Committee on Merchant Marine & Fisheries
Room 1334, Longworth ltouse Office Bldg. Room 1334, Longworth louse Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-6230 Washington, DC 20515-0230

Gent lemen:

This letter authorizes Peter J. Ryan, Executive Vice President of Monroe County
C.A.R.E.5., Inc. and a member of our Association to speak lor and represent the
farathon and Lower Keys Association of REALTORS, Inc. on May 10, 1990, before the

Jouint Subcommittecs.

The position paper he is presenting to you is endorsed and supported by the
Marathon and Lower Keys Association ot REALTORS, Inc, as well as many other

important segments of our community.

The Marathon and Louwer Keys Association of REALTORS, Inc. 1s adamantly cuposed
to H.R. 3719 and any National Marine Sonctuary proposed therein. We believe
there are reasonable, intelligent solutions to prevent further ship groundings
in sanctuaries and/or waters off the Florida Keys other than H.R, 3719, Thore-

fore, we ask you to listen catefully to our concerns and svugestions,

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely, —
~\\\
MARATION AND LOWER KEYS ASSOGTATION OF EEALTORS, INC,

’ ,5[7(*,{ oy Pl DL
L/;,;Qw-rmm ensdn, CRS, GRI, REALIOK
7 PRESIDENT

As directed by Resolution of the Board of Directors on May 3, 1990

REALTOR®™ — S AREGISTERED COULEC TIvF R RIBE HSHIP MATTR A LHE b RIAY
BE USFL ONL Y Bv REAL ESTATE PACEESSEINALS WO ANE MEMAE NS OF Taf NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF REALTORSS® AND SURSCADE 10118 STIICT CHDE OF EThiCS
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POSITION PAPFR: H.R. 3719, "FLORIDA KEYS NATIONAI. MARINE SANCTUARY ACT OF 1990*

MAY 10, 1990

Mr. Chairman, Membors of the Committee:

My name is Peter J. Ryan. As executive Vice President of Monroe County
C.A.R.E.S., I have the distinct privilege of presenting a position paper

to you today which carries the endorsement of the Big Pine Jaches,

the Lovser Keys Contractor's Association, the lLower Keys Chamber of Commerce,
the Marathon and lower Keys Asscociation of Realtors, and Monroe County

C.A.R.E.S., Inc.

We cannot support the creation of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary
as proposed in H.R. 3719. The sheer lack of substance within this Bill,

the absence of provisions for the protection of commercial fishermen,
tropical fish collectors, treasure salvors, recreational fishermen and
divers, marine construction operations; along with the City of Key West's
traditional offshore anchorage, it's fledgling cruise ship trade, ship
chandler services, and vital supply routes for both fuel barges to it's
emergency back-up power plant; and black oil. diesel and jet fuel tankers
for the Boca Chica Naval Air Station and Navy Fuel Farm render this

proposal, in our vicw, unworkable.

One of the primary goals of this Bill, prevention of ship groundings

on the recef, clearly remains unresolved as such National Sanctuary or
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Mznumant status had no deterrent effect whatever on the M/V Alec Owen
Maitland, M/V Marvo Vetranic, M/V Elpis, or on the M/V Wellwood when

these vessels ran aground on the reefs which already carried such designations.

Similarly, though a stated goal of the 'National Marine Sanctuary Program
Development Plan' is to "Promote and coordinate research to expand scientific
knovledge of significant marine rocources and improve manacement decision
making”, recent reports indicate that such designation tends to discourage
independent research due to the increased difficulty in obtaining permits.
In one case, a prominent scientist with outside funding was refused

a permit during the carly 1980°s to conduct work on the long-spined

sca urchin 'Diadems’, apparently because the rescarch was not consistent
vith minagement objectives. Several weeks later the entire population

of urchins (95-99%) were destroyed as part of a Carribbeoan-wide die-

off, und thuz a chance to document pre-die-off population levels and
activities was lost forever. In addition, the current lack of research
facilities in close proximity to existing Sanctuaries which could be

used by independent scientists Speaks to the low priority assigned such

work.

We beliove there are many specific, effective and economically feasible
actions which can be taken by the Federal Govefnment to protect this
resource vithout rosorting to such a huge buresucratic overlay and it's
attendant costs to the taxpayer. To that end wo respectfully suggest

the following measures:

1) Have the United States delevates to the International Maritime Organization
seek deosignation of the Florida K2ys Reef Tract as an internationally

recognized “Area To Be Avoided".



81

~——

(33
2) Extend the territg;ial sea and the federal district court jurisdiction

tc 12 miles offshore from the current three-mile limit.

3} Implement a minimum depth buffer zone around existing Sanctuaries

and National Monuments.

4) Mandate that all vessels carry current, local navigational charts.

5) Require the U.S. Coast Guard to begin a comprehensive review of the

aids to navigation system in the Keys for the purpose of making specific
areas for commercial shipping lanes along the reef tract with high-intensity
light beacons, radar reflectors, low-frequency VHF 'WARNING' transmitters,

red sector mechanisms and deep-moored coastal buoys.

6) Create a coordinated Marine Traffic Control system from Miami to
the Dry Tortugas comprised of Radar, loran C, Sat/Nav, Coastal Pilots

and the aforementioned aids to navigation.

In conclusion, the people I represent here today recognize and appreciate
the good intentions of our distinguished Representative Dante Fascell.
Yet, as the public tries to sort through the confusion gencrated by
this Bill and the companion Legislation introduced in the Senate on
March 7 of this year (S. 2247), those of us who earn our living from
the reef; who depend on it's vitality for our very survival; and who
call those islands 'home'; We worry. We worry that all the promises,
all the assurances we hear today will fade from memory down the road
and that in a county where the Federal and State Governments already
control some 95% of the land, we may one day be told that our access
to and existence near a Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary is 'not
consistent with current management objectives'. Thank you for letting

me speak to you today.
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A RESOLUTION LN OPPOSITION 10 'HIL CREATION OF A PEDERAL/NATIONAL
MARINE SANCTUARY OFF THE FILORIDA NEYS AS PROPOSED IN H.R, 13719

BIERLAS, national sauctuary o! Monument status had no deterent effect on
the M/V Alec Owen Maitland, M/V Mavro Vetranic, M/V BElpis, or on the M/V Wellwood
wiien said vessels ran aground on reefs dadjacent to the Flurida Keys; and

WHERFAS, H.R. 3710 is so broad 1n 1ts scope that no provisos or protections
are af forded the citizenry of Monrve County, Florida, the Commercia! Fishing
Judustr ., the Sportfishing and Diving Industries, the Tourist Industry, or those
cnpaped an tropical fish collecting and treasure salvaging; and

VHPREAS, without adequate protections and safegaards to alloew the continua-
Licn of the above refereiced industries, said industries can be decimated through
tie inourance of new and continued restrictive regulations from the Secretary of
Commerce, Departuent of Interior, Natioenal Ocecanic and Atmospheric Administration
and/or from the Oftice of Coastal Zone Nanagement - Sanctuary Urogroms Otfice; and

WHEREAS, HoR. 3719 could be devastating to the Fort o1 Kev West, its tradi-
tional anchorage, its fledgling cruise ship trade and ship chandler services; and
centaras no altermatave provisions for tanker traffic supplying jet fuel for Doca
Chica Naval Air Statios; and

WHLREAS, there is no consideration for City Electric's back-up power plant
which gets its fuel from Miami in barges tosed at slow speeds through Hawks Channel;
and

WHEREAS, ne size criteria for commercial vessels are specified in H.R, 3719
and, therefore, catpo, supply and work barges could be prolibited; barges which are
conential for cettarn ofishore navigntional arr repairs, bheach tencnrishment pro-
grams, dock repairs, and emergency supply routes should a Lridge wash out during
a hurricanc; and

WHFREAS, such restrictive regulatory controls would seriously depress pro-
perty values throughout Monroe County 1f the jncentives such as fishing, diving
and water sports for lTiving and visiting these islands are absent; and

WHEREAS, a swore effective method of reet protection could include the following:

1} Tmplewentation of a winimum depth bulfer zone around exisiing sanc-

tuaries and National Monuments;

) Upgrading and increasing the number of Ceastal Buoys and aids to
Navigation to includes

a) lMigher inteasity light beoconss -

b) Raddar weflectors;

) low frequency VI transaitters hroacasting warnings;

d) Deep-noored coastal buoys directly of{shore tronm intermediately
spaced Lights marking a J-rprle butf{er cone;

e) Ned sector mechanisms be reastalled in all reet lights.
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3) GCreation of a0 comdinated worine Lralfic control system from Miami
te the Ury Tortugas comprisel of Rader, loran C, Sat/Nav, Coastal Pilets, and
he alorencationed g Lo navigal ion,

NOW, THLRLEORIE,

BE i1 ROIOLVED by the Board of Directurs of the Matathon and Lower Kevs
Visocintion of PEALYORY, Tunc. thal it connol supporl ana, in fact, adamantly
oueses the creaticn of o Uederal/National Marine Sanctusry as praposed in
.R. 2719,

This resolution shall go into eifcct immediately upon its passage and
adotticn and guthentication Ly the signature of the President.

Possed st adopted Ly the board of Ditectors of Lhe Marathon and Lower Keys
Ansociation of KEALTORS U a meeting held (his 3cd day of May, 1990,

SORGHIIOC WD LCUER RS ASSOCIATTON O REALTORS, INC,

i PRy

’/
. ‘.

Sarah, Crroy Greer o, Secrotary
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My name is Alexander Stone, I am the Executive Director of
Project ReefKeeper, a national affiliate of the American Littoral
Society spe:ializing in the protection of coral reefs and the wise
use of their resources.

Project ReefKeeper has extensive analysis exparience
regarding the effects on the Florida Keys coral reef ecosystem of
policies of the Minerals Management Service, Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, National Marine Sanctuaries Program, the federal

Fishery Management Councils and state agency equivalents. The
comhined professional expertise of our Scientific Advisory Panel
covers reef ecology, marine fisheries, marine water quality,

coral physiology, marine protected areas management, and more.

My testimony addresses H.R. 3719 and the proposed
establishment of the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary.

Sanctuary Designation

Project ReefKeeper and the American Littoral Society
staunchly support the designation of a Florida Keys National
Marine Sanctuary encompassing the entire Florida Keys Coral Reef
Tract, and providing comprehensive management of its resources as
proposed in Senate Bill S. 2247,

A Unique Marine Area

We support a finding that these marine environments are
uniquely significant. We present documentation from the Minerals
Management Service (Exhibit A), the South Florida Regional Plan-
ning Council (Exhibit B), and the US Fish and Wildlife Service
(Exhibit C) which establish the Florida Keys Cural Reef Tract as
the only shellow-water coral reef system in the United States.

Distinctively unique natural features and resources are found
throughout the Florida Keys Reef Tract. A few examples are the
French Reef Caverns off Key Largo, the Conch Reef Wall and Pillar
Coral Reef off Islamorada, Alligator Reef's giant brain corals off
Long Key, Sombrero Reef's fore reef canyons off Marathon, the

staghorn coral fields off the Dry Tortugas -- and many more sites
too numerous to mention, Each of these wunique features
individually merits sanctuary designation -- cummulatively so does

the entire Florida Keys Reef Tract.
This nation does not have "too much" protected coral reef;

the small fraction that is protected is not enough to meet the
country's need and responsibility to protect this ecosystenm,

-- page 1 -~
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An Area of Special National Significgnce .,

Project ReefKeeper supperts o finding that these marine
environments are nationally. aignificant, To document that active
concern for «coral reef protection 1s nationwide, we present a
listing of our own 73-group ReefKeeper Network and a listing of 72
organizations with a combined membershiv of over 8 million that
have recently banded together to protect®the Flower Garden BRanks
coral reefs. .

The even more spectacular Flor,da kevs coesal reefs belong to
the entire nation and shouid be preserved and protected for the
longterm benef1t and enjgyment of the entire nation -~
notwithstanding the protests of a few consumptive users, or the
lack of vision of seme luocalwghlitticirang,

N ;

! .
An Area With Extensive ResougLe'\alues

We support a finding that these unique marine environments

are richly endowed with evety natural resource value specifically
intended for comprehensive management through the National Marine
Sanctuaries Frogram -~ and we present documentation from the

Minerals Management Service and U'. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Exhibit C page 4 - bito that effect.

We disagree with the contention that sanctuary designation
would hurt the local economyv and tourism. Quite the contrary 1is
true, [t 1s precisely the Florida Keys areas nearest existing
sanctuaries that now enjoy the healthiest tourist economy. As one
indication of +*his economic health, we present a comparative
listing of Florida Kevs Dave Centers (Exhibit F). Forty-five per-
cent of all listed d1ve centers service the small fraction of the
Florida Keys Peef Tract within existing sanctuaries.

N~

An Area of SpecyB8cular Binlogical Diversity

1

Project Réefﬁeeper supports a finding that these sensitive
marine environments contain literally thousands of species, an
unparalleled masrine biological diversity equivalent to that of a
tropical rain forest. j##€ present documentation from the Minerals
Management Service ééﬂffift A), U, S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Exhibit C), and Ndtional Marine Sanctuaries Program (Exhibit G)
to that effect.

BASED ON THE FINDINGS ABOVE, WE RESPECTFULLY URGE
THE COMMITTEE TO SUPPORT DESIGNATION OF THE FLORIDA
KEYS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY AS A UNIQUE MARINE
AREA OF SPECIAL NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE.

-~ page 2 --
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An Area Under a Variety of Environmental Threats

Project ReefKeeper supports a finding that these fragile
marine environments are threatened with potentially irreversible
damage and loss from several onshore and offshore impact sources,
including vessel groundings, hydrocarbon exploration, marine water
pollution, fishing overexploitation, and visitor anchor damage.

Vessel Groundings

Vessel grounding destruction of coral reef habitat 1in the
Florida KXeys is a matter of painful record, National marine
sanctuary designation is necessary to complement and cover gaps in
existing Coast Guard and other regulatory.authority,

It 1is only through sanctuary designation that funds from
fines and liability awards resulting from groundings can be wused
to mitigate «coral reef damage and increase enforcement. Funds
from groundings outside a marine sanctuary -~ even in a national
park -- cannot be so applied and must go into the general fund.

Sanctuary opponents point out that recent freighter
groundings ocurred in Key Largo National Marine Sanctuary and Fort
Jefferson National Monument. But that does not prove that
sanctuary designation won't deter groundings.

Study of an area chart (Exhibit H) shows that the topmost and
bottommost sections of the Florida Keys Reef Tract are under
Sanctuary or National Park jurisdiction. However, an enormous
regulatory gap 1in between, exceeding 100 miles, tempts vessel
captains to risk "cutting the corners" to hug the unregulated and
exposed midsection of the reef tract.

What recent groundings actually prove is that only sanctuary
designation of the entire Florida Keys Reef Tract will effectively
deter groundings through enforcement of a prohibition on specific
types of vessel traffic within the sanctuary.

-

Offshore 0il

_ Only Congressional intervention through the annual
appropriations process has prevented offshore o0il exploration
within the zone of influence of the Florida Keys Reef Tract,
Offshore o0il operations could have devastating impacts on coral
reefs, and we present the most recent documentation from the
Minerals Management Service (Exhibit A) that details those
impacts.

Unfortunately, Minerals Management Service lease sale guide-
lines focus on large scale planning areas and are incapable of

-- page 3 -~
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considering the environmental sensitivity of a rare and discrete
area such as the Florida Keys Reef Tract. Project ReefKeeper
submits documentation, from the Minerals Management Service
(Exhibits C, 1) explicifly to that effect.

It is idperative that this regulatory gap be corrected and
the Florida Keys coral reefs be protected. Designation of a Flori-
da Keys National Marine Sanctuary can achieve that by prohibiting
mineral and hydrocarbon exploration within the sanctuary.

Marine Water Pollution

We propose and support a finding that reduced water quality,
and particularly nutrient pollution, is one of the most serious
longterm threats to the vitality and survival of the Florida Keys
Reef Tract. We present documentation from the Florida Department
of Natural Resources (Exhibit J) and from the National Undersea
Research Program (Exhibit K) specifically to that effect.

Project ReefKeeper presents documentation from the Florida
Department of Community Affairs (Exhibit L) indicating persistent
local county unwillingness or inability to address onshore sources
of marine pollution. We also present documentation from the
Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (Exhibit M)
indicating that both that state agency and EPA rtulemaking are not
-~ and possibly cannot -- address the special and area-specific
water quality management needs of the Florida Keys Reef Tract.

Designation of a Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary would
provide a vital opportunity to protect these irreplaceable marine
environments by addressing this water quality management gap
within the sanctuary's comprehensive management plan. To achieve
this, the sanctuary would require jurisdiction over onshore
discharges into sanctuary waters. Therefore, Project ReefKeeper
strongly recommends that sanctuary boundaries include all sub-
merged lands and waters seaward of the Florida Keys shoreline.

Opponents of this sanctuary designation very adamantly
contend that the existing Key Largo and Looe Key National Marine
Sanctuaries have failed to protect <coral reefs within their
boundaries from water pollution. These opponents are missing the
point, Existing boundaries for those two sanctuaries dc not
provide sanctuary management with enforceable jurisdiction over
polluting discharges from onshore. Inclusion of these &existing
sanctuaries within the ecommended boundaries of a new Florida
Keys National Marine Sanctuary would.

-- page 4 --
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Fishing Overexploitation

Project ReefKeeper proposes and supports a finding that the
tropical fisheries associated with these marine environments are
being seriously depleted, with many species deteriorating steadily
towards possible stock collapse. We present documentation from
the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (Exhibit N) and from
the Gulf of -Mexico Fishery Management Council (Exhibit O)
indicating inadequate spawning stocks and anticipated loss of reef
fish genetic diversity.

Additionally, there are absolutely no federal regulations
managing the harvest of the tropical aquarium fish so character-
istic of these coral reefs.

It is not realistic to expect the regional multi-state
fisheries management regime of the federal Councils to taileor
regulations or priorities to fit the wunique situation

of the Florida Keys Coral Reef Tract,

Only a Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary designation,
through 1its comprehensive management plan, can address these
concerns by complementing fishery management council regulations
without wunduly interfering with regional fisheries management
regimes and priorities.

BASED ON THESE FINDINGS, WE RESPECTFULLY URGE
THE COMMITTEE TO SUPPORT DESIGNATION OF THE
FLORIDA KEYS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY AS THE
MOST VIABLE MEANS OF COMPLEMENTING DIVERSE
EXISTING REGULATORY AUTHORITIES AND PROVIDING
VITALLY NEEDED COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT FOR
THE FLORIDA KEYS CORAL REEF TRACT AND ITS
SPECIALLY SIGNIFICANT RESOURCES.

Sanctuary Designation a Proven Solution

Marine sanctuaries have proven to be very effective at
protecting coral reef resources, within the limitations imposed by
jurisdictional boundaries and sanctuary management plans. We
submit documentation from the 1989 Coastal Zone Symposium (Exhibit
P), showing the success of Looe Key National Marine Sanctuary at
achieving its management plan objectives.

Project ReefKeeper wurges this Committee to provide the
statutory framework for the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary
that will make it possible for it to implement <comprehensive
management and attain broad resource protection objectives.

~- page 5 -~
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Specific Recommendations on H.R, 3719

Our specific recommendations regarding H.R. 3719 are:

o]

Make necessary substantive changes to amend H.R, 3719 into
a companion bill to S. 2247,

Set sanctuary boundaries to include the entire Florida Keys
Reet Tract seaward from the Florida Keys shorelaine, .
including existing sanctuaries, to address effectively
water pollution and vessel grcunding impacts.

Impiement comprehensive management to address all onshore
and offshore impacts by complementing existing regulatory
authority,

Require comprehensive management plan completion within 30
months of bill enactment, to assure timely implementation
of Congressional intent. -

Implement wusage zone management to provide reasonable
access to the sanctuary for all compatible wuses, while
safeguarding key natural features and longterm resource
values,

Define compatible uses as all uses not found to be incom-
patible, to minimize unwarranted use restrictions,

Prohibit commercial vessel traffic, mining and hydrocarbon
exploration within the sanctuary as uses incompatible with
the protection of sanctuary resources to serve the¢
nation's longterm benefit and enjoyment,

Require the identification of other incompatible uses.

Require review of all planned Federal undertakings within
the zone of influence of the sanctuary, to protect
sanctuary resources from adverse effects of such Federal
actions,

Thank you for the opportunity to testify.

My 57>

ALEXANDER STONE

Director

Project ReefKeeper/
American Littoral Society

-- page 6 --
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mortabity. TurOldity from the dischergs cas cause seduced light tsvals (0 the bentnc (rganisms 8ad cloggang of e
fonding doans of the seasls These can lead 10 reduced productivi ity w0
infaction, and mortslity. The MOMS, ¢ & condition of the operssionsl ples approval, cas sequavw the operear of &
fanse © parform cartain Weasures, such as shenting. that would reduce the impects 10 the biols of the banks 1 very
low. The USEPA, tvongh as NPFDES parmixting procederas, mey 3o seguire mitigative messares. However,
widost he misigairve mossures (nciading sheusing) of We biologicel ssipulation (Section 11.8.1c(1)) #
ssnmed, for purposes of this malyms, that such ungacs will accer 100-200 i during the life of dis propossl,
and that e srverity of the isspaces is judged 10 be high enough 90 that the loss of alements and/or relssionships
oocen and Luss for periods from S © 10 years o he segional scale, and for pariods longer than 10 years m e local
sctls. Ruovery of he systam © pwe-inserte s probabd the impect 0 the pographic

Produced wamm, which is selict Clated with p g hydrocarbona, mey be 1 powntial hazard ©
the biota of wpographic fea was. k conming Mgh concensrations of inorganic sals ranging from & few milligrams
o lisax (@YD) 10 150,000 mg/l. Hydrocarboms aad organic compounds may be peesant in parss par milbon (ppm)
fevels (Offshore Oparasors Commises, 1975). The stady of e Buccansar oil field offsho Texss (USDC, NMFS,
1977) & ined vhat wa was s rws of 133 50 par dey betwem Jasmar 1975 md
Febreary 1976. The sversge oif conmeat of this prodeced water was 25.1 ppma.  New-pistfone macrobsathe
populations wers depransed and hed & high mraover raee 2 compared 10 the JerroRnding ses bouom; this may beve
Sotm 2 resnk of incresssd scour action aound e pistform sructwse inelf, but a0 comse-effect relationship was
esmblished. AN discherges must ment USEPA standisd, which allow 50 more than 72 mg/l daily mmsiswem of oil
and grems diachargs md 48 mg/! mazimem monthly aversgs (72 mg/! is equivaisat ©© 72 ppm). Dus ©© s water
Aogeh ut b ic fosrares. e dincharged prodh water ‘would be greaily dibuted.  Adhough e discharge
of prodeced wataes bam prrduction pleforas is asarly continuous, te severity of the impecs is judged © be such
that the tystom mey exhibiz the possible oss of & few elvmunn  the segionel or local cale, bat 80 inseferance ©
the generel sysam purforsmacs aocurs; scovery of the syssem (0 pe-iserfemace conditions is rapid. Thesefore,
e impact 10 ths biots of the topographic lesteres from the discharge of produced wasers is jadged w be very low.

The don of sedi disturbad

during & sebonc(acs blowomt Can meuk in focalised waser awbidiry and

of the on the uadiag seaflons, which mey i Gum cause the smathering of locat beathec
Covasmnitios Of induce stress ks part or all of & Socal ay. Anad haradel affact could be
Camaod by of waic o at may b i Ge sodimensy (om contaminesed river seacft. for
is). Gas well ganaruily poss far less envirowsmenel risk than @0 oil spills, susvhing only in very
high jons of ond d levels of g in the water colasn very sear the sowrce of
e blowout, To the extent thet ol or condenesss is prenent in e soms liquid whons may seo be

injactad 4010 the waser columa. Ths sespandad sediments may bs carrisd same divtance by curvenss, but the Lalk of
e sodiments s redeposioed within & few $housand mesers of the biowout sits. Low-molecaler-weight hydrocwbons
{gmes) will dascive in the water columa wntil saperstion s resched; both gasecus and dissolved low-molecular-
weight iydrocarbons wil! b reisnsed im0 ths stwosphers within & few deys of 2 biowost wishost mejor binlogical
effect. Liguid bydrocarbons will b dilsted © beckground levels widhin @ fow thonsend maters diocance fem e
Howout site and will degrade with dae. A blowout divecily an @ benk of msar 2 benkk could heve serious long s
Of parmanest consequences. I8 M0t Cases, it is sxpected et the Curvess will Tweep s comtamingss sround the
Senk rather thum doponit G 0n the dank (Rezak ot ol 196)). Some small fracsion of s asdimenss or ol may
mach 3 bank and coms in contacs with argeniems; the cxtant of demage will depond On the amount of Contamingnt
nd e langth of time it rowains 08 the bank.  Asmounts &% 80t expected 10 be high becones of dlwsion, disparsion.
oottling, and curvent action (rwesping the costaminant wrouad and fow the bank). Langth of sime on the bask mey
be loag for e heavier sedisssams, but thess are likaly w0 sestis Out rapicBy and 80t each dhs benk & o (Rvouks end
Bemard, 1977). A largs bowont OcOutring maar & biciogically sessitive wes wosld have ssvom eavissamentsl
consequences. Large amsunss of ts sedimant resuapendnd by e biowout seid wcther the corsl Commuiey.
cansing mortaliy. Recolemitation weuld be slow if st sll. A biowont ecousving disectly an 0p of 3 bank wosld
Gmeoy sot caly the biom of ¢ fastum but siso e feassss imelf. muking mcolonizatios impomible. Sech =
accident could seplace the wpographic festure with & crster.  Since the biota of G Sesks e dependent wpoe
topographic relief, the ot was deowoyed by the blowost couls aot smcover. Formmately, blowosts &
quite rare in e ol of Mexico. From 1936 © 1999, 157 bowouts accuived on G OCS, oaly 28 of which resalied
5 the missee of oif im0 e Of thase, 16 & Juus than ome barsel of oil spilied; only two
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Slowouts resaliod = the spillage of mase them €000 S (Secaicm IV.A JD.(4)). Thessfor, for puspesss of
ﬂmhmydam-hﬁdumhimbmd’m-:
Gunag the Lée of this propasal, and e sevesicy of ingact ia hgh sasegh 10 meuk i some subsmntiel g of

poreons of ol et a0t Shuring genersl sulationships, inguing, = the sagioasl
Z-SmdnﬂumhiiOmmd-,——“_-,.‘ i h:;
fonpact from s facwr is thes low.

M--“ha-.-d-dﬂ.—.--ﬂ.lﬂﬂ“hh'—
u---—-uammtumaﬁmmuu_-----q-a.-.
then 1 and lons than 30 b0! will cccur evary four yems and thet 09 spill graster s 30 and bees 1,000 St ol oucar
@uring e 39-yeer lnase Mo (Sacion [V.C3a). ks Samed 8 eas largs off 1l will eccwr (Sactlen IV.C AN,
These oil spills may cccer from elther susface or seafiosr sowcm. Swface spils could eccer Sem waken o of
plaforms. Most of the small spell wonld cocwr Som UEICC 10NN, The mediun sé bugs pii % aqgeally
likaly © rsokt from susface 1l & sanfioor spldls. OF fams o vastace aplll can Be drieen b e wainr cvbham,
Momsursbls sumpunty hove boss & ot dagthn gy Vo Atihis dapih, Gn o bs iy omnd &

. soversl wéen of magaiteds lower then S0 waeust $hows & hove oa offect on e (Langs, 1988
McAlifie ot al, 1973 mnd 1981 Kanp ot sk, 1985). In G0 Wostors Ouil, e Bast Plowes Gonton Bask ouss e
shallowest o 15 m. Thasefiave, » susface il il wasld Mindy beve oo impact an the bines of G Bast Floner
Gﬁuhmmhquh*hh-ls-cﬁﬂhd
Selow the cancentrasions seeded s canse a8 imgact. Secans of the wetwr dagths in which tgagraphic fastemy e
found, uo @il hem & surfare il will seach the bist of concem. OB Sum & subouthes il (e, & Mowens &
pipeling spill) could sesch $he bistn of concem an ¢ topupraghic featws. hngcts Coudd Gon G0 soricus s locel
biota acteelly b s ol D of Bn bion of such wem may heve Svess 2ad himg-dmaing
delstriows comseguomces on the specific commuscial end mcrestivasd fisheries habliss afisond, such o loss of
hebitat, lom of speciss (inchafing prey tpecias) dewacion of hed sbevem, o chesgs i sefimem
M-d-ﬁhq—hhﬂchduu-w Thess sum e hove
inwinuic binlagical, scological, and assttic valuse of theis oun B weuld e font by mch artivisies. O,
bewevar, wenid ly not be & s sovasely. Kaep ot ol (T985) found that Diplovia swigess desed with
oil exhik affecn et d vapidly; ofiocn wesn shesemm, mé moovery of G el wes she
ngid. Addisonally, Dipleria appears 10 4o misively wisrum of Srisf enpesuses t9 chemically iapaaed ot ol
mmuuw.um this would tangshes e enpesuse dme of cand @ o,
Suwsby incoeasing the impacts. Of 20 s the fact thes the Crypaic foune sssociesed wish the ool commaniyy say
8 Suve seusisivs 10 ol dosage thes e consls. Such o bowent and tplll event, however, s quits enllhely. Fer
purposss of this saalysis, e Seqeency of & Slowent (a8 send sheve, S howe boon ealy 28 ofl tpills smhing
from biowosts on the OCS Setwer 1936 and 1909) ander an ol pigeling brask (s O yoom 1967-1906, thaws hove
Samn caly 1 ail spills frem pipslines 0n the OCS, 23 of which wase bowwesn 30 and 1,000 bl and endy § groser
han 1,000 bhi [USDI, MMS, I9530]) sear » kopagraghic fastuse is judged 1 00 . Even If & seaflonr ol il
e W oocw, the spill would heve 19 came inty contacs with & bislegically snsitive Soature. The fuxt B e
opographic festsms s widaly dispand in the Westem Oulf, combined with e prcbebls wadam nsnen of ogill
locasions, woult serve © limit G extent of Gutage Som asy grven opiE 0 snly ene of Sy senshive Rm. The
Currents that move soend the benks will seer any spiiied olf sround e basie st s disacly wpea o busin,
lemoning the sovarity of impacss. Thus, the iupacs Sem this facter s jutiged 09 be vary low.

| of plesk d @ or vary seer sonsitive Subisem, if comisd et saing cuvent authely of
erpiosive removel, would atverwly offect Senthic hebieh very muir the semevel sits. Both englusive end
aonexplosive mmoval oparstions will disterd the senfiens and radenpead sedimants in the wettr ool sasuliing i
twbidity. Explos it Co0ate Meve Gwbidiey e antheds. Owp of sosmaguaded
mdimens would cocur much in ¢ 0ame memner s dlecussed for saads and catiings dischange. The depasision
could casse smnthering and parhags morsiity of saselle benthic ivesbomtes.  Turbiity cue cope saduned light
leveh =d clogging of fimsfesding ewchesbms. Thase condtioms cauid loed w sutussd poadnceiviy.
susceptibility © infection, sad vuormalicy. Explusive sractuse sentovels Gemse shack weves, which canid clse e
vosedomt bios. k appeers thar curnls and other eassile iDvanebeunes s faisly ssistint @ shack. O'Kaufh od
Young (1984) heve deacribed the impacts of enderwaser eaplesions on various formgs of ses e Mem of Guiv dam,
Sowever, wese derived SO open weN expioeions of & much lwper sise Gan hese weed i typicel suucIe
removel opsrenons.  They fovad St semsile arganises of e beathon, such & humacies and oyons, and many
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*-dﬁunﬁdﬁnuhn—ﬂunmyd—uu
Sloac ofiecn bom andurwnter sglasions. Mavy of thuse organinms eos schally in the iumadios bisst ases would
. avies. hh-ﬁ-#-&-hq—“bu*dl”ﬁmm
Changes s apan waar showat anly 3 pwcoss monalisies o distnces of § » (23 0. Cralis anpasad » 3403 00-B)
~d*h“mﬁnn~ﬁ--l.m&hmh~-“-nnh
Thous authon alsosand °. . . % Someys © ethar inverssbrsams such = s ychouts wanas, tpads,
ol amphigods.” “”“.hhmhhmd“q&n
u—nuqm--dumum“um—.--‘:
communiis. Thesiuticsl proficsions supgest et e sheck woves of anglosives 40 § = Sulow G seabed o8
sgaied by M3 sepuiutions wondd futher soweets bt offech. Purhiarmcns, chasges wed s OCS ssuchn
smovels tve pioally b suslier Gas saus of thess clnd by O'Koulle et Yowg. lugac 1 G apegraphic
Sonmures Som plesum samtvel 200 aapecied © b high and eould e vary high if 6 swucesms 19 b someves wan
beceted ducsy on ¢ oo, Alhough plagforms 008 sailinly 0 bs Aluntod direcely Sver 1he Raxt sempitive partion
dh“md#nt-&-‘&.hﬁhdhmmd
Soctien i, pluferns could be 5o siteatad sheeid the tasess doom & aucemary. (i shoudd bs further nowd thas e
Proy & o 5 m“m»&;n—
jmpace © e sachive elibam Mbiun Som plafrs samevel grecisaly bacouss of the elictivenass o e
Sigutuion in greventing plutfusm empleoament in (hs mont sonsitive 5908 of e pagraphic foases of e Gl of
Monice.) s any oven, the seiuivaly small sins of s chaugs Cimally 30 1 o lacw) and the fhac that the chidye
u!-*ﬁ-ﬂm--hhm.wd-nh”“-d
M*-“.u“u.‘d&mnm*bhh*
s your) of Gis prupesst; sms may be 60 or neer tngagphic Ssewms. Por puspeass of s anulysis, his
m‘.‘-d—dh“-h}!-ﬁhhd.“uhmd
lmpace 0n & small res) &8 Jufged 1 40 high enongh 50 et the u of elvmants Sndier selmlenships eccers ted
lasm for pavieds Sem 5 © 10 yoxn ot vhe ragiana sculs, and fir pusinds gty s 10 youn ot the loced scale.
Recovery of o rystons © pov-dnavforense condisions is pecbable. huhu.—’i&hu’. S
Soction IV.AINLY fur mene information sagasding suchse somovals. !

Swmmery

[~ Sevarsl impacs-groducing factars moy dwesen the comumenitios of Ghe wpgrephic faanwes. b

Ancharing of vesssls sd stucnse emplacemet seusht is physicel Slambance of s buntbic vissamen and
e wxet Wnly scrivities ® civee pumenent ey oag-lasting ispecs & smeite aftbore heliun. Racovery
ot domage consnd by such aciivisies may tuks 10 or suive yoms. The impact tovel i this facser s considwred

b vory high.

Opurasiond! dincharges (Alling B and cotings. produced watn) muy iegect the bisws of Ge Sanks des ©
tcbifity and sedimesption, wesslting i deash © bembic rgenions i large swm.  Recovry Som sch danage
ey tshe 10 or mose yems. The impact lvvel fham this facey is Considad  be vary high. '

Slowoss mey similarly e demigs W benhic bicts by sevipndieg sofluunn, caming twbidhy o |
sodassntstion, and susslting ie dacd 10 banthic crgenbbans. Recovary Mems sach dumcgs mey the wp to 10 yours.
Poswnntaly, bowoum a ravs in e Goll. The imguct loved fhom this facter s sousldessd 49 s tow.

C 1 npihs (these s o0 vioaned 7 gastems chencs of aa off splll grester han er agwed 0y 1,000 bl ecceing in
e Western Gulf & o muosh of this propased action) will canse damage 0 Semthic orgmelams if G0 ol coatcs e
apanisms; such comtict it Khaly anly Sum sl Aum bowout, wiich ase sws i te Gul. The impect bevel from
s facvor is conaidensd 10 be vary low.

Swvcuwe semovel asing sapinsives (w is genesaly G caoe) sesniss in weter mebidiy, sodiment dapoaiden, and
ponntisl englosive shock-auve bupucts. Sevare domuge &> benthic srgrmisns covld meult. Recovery om such
dutuge could ks e Gum 10 yoars. The kepecs level from this facter is considend 1 be high.

R fallowy Sun 6o shyve et sctivities smuliing fom Bis proposal, ep h-“l“
e & potmtiel & causing vary high lmpacs © e Yow of @ wpagraghic fesses. Whils sose of G scaivie
|0 eapactad & monk in lnwwr inpuce, $ioee heving fhe geset bupacts e aleo Gus man: ihaly 1 eocur.

Concinsion
[~ T prapased andon is supucend 10 have & very high iyact en thw sensitive offshere hebium of e upegraghic ]
[~ %
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Ay
Pishiag industries comtribute a substaacial amsumt te the Seuwth
Plorida ecensey. In 1993, l’l coamercial fish lsndings in Sewth
Flortida totalled $56,893,917°. Biscayns Bay, Flerids Doy, The
Keys and other small estuaries ceatsia abundent smeunts of {ish and
shellfish. Sport fishing is alse a big industiry ia Sewth Flecide.

Commercial fishing rates are sositored by the National Sarine
Pisherius Service (MNFS). Curreatly there is me comprehensive
sentteriag of recrestional fish landings. The ERPS dees cemduct
port semples end chartet boat sefveys but this covers ealy & small
percentage of the recreationsl (uﬂu uuvlq. Naxide
Department of Metwral K vide menitering
progrea fer recrestiemal (Isln.. 'l,l- will h an engeing pregram
and will ld’ 10 sanage the reseurce .

The coati uc- of tl- uuuc l-luury 1a Seuth Fleiids relies sa

protaction of the and the Ratwaries
and coastal marshes serve as mursery and habitat fer
bundreds of species of flors and fowne. The filllng of and

other coastal vetlaads eliminates hoditat ares aad & sutriemt
source for cosstal sreas. It is estimsted thet sver 30 parceat eof
the vetlands havs been filled or sltered since the 1y 1900°s.
Of these, oaly abeut 10 percest have beem recla . The
urbanization of South Pierida has had substantial impect en
freshwater snd coastal wvetland resources.

The economic feportance of estwaries includee the marine industry
(boating and related activities) and commercial and recrestiessl
fishing. This Region enpleys cemmercisl {ishermsa vhese livellhesd

on the heslth of the estusrise systes. Estwaries serve as
surseries for juvenile fish and are the mest preductive aress on
the face of the earth in terms of gress productivity (emsvat of
biesass preduced).

aile people bemefit frea the estuaries and their eq—n. the
use of these sress often brings change. Uaterfromt aress
attractive places for developagmt. The majerity of the Ragien’s
population lives vithia 10 .u.- of the ceast. The Flerida Kays
sre primerily coastal preperty. The retults of develepammt ia
these areas include laadf1)liag snd matural vegetation less. Sterm
vater runoff, serial spraying and sevege dispesal sften result ia
the total destruction of these semzitive aress.
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EXMIBIT B

Te d grovth, ch 1s have been built to divert excess

Yater, cousing an incresse of fresh vater flov to the estes-ies. /
This, 18 twrn vill change the salinity patterns, affecting the !
estusrine plants and snissls. It is estimated that over 400

®illiea gallens of fresh vater froe sunoff and vaste veter

tm(:‘ plents are discharged 1ato coastal vater ia the Reglon

Seagrasses are aa laportant elemest in the productivity of
-e8tuaries. These squatic plants grov im shallow clear ceastsl
vaters ead provide autrients and heditiat for |any organisms.
Seagrasees alse aid 1n the stabilization of the esteary bottom.
Ristericslly, s lacge percentage of the Region’s estuaries have
vast d of ses but shading fros docke, plers snd
other vater depandent strictures aleng vith terbidity frem
development and dredge and f111 operstions has had sn 1mpact on the
ssagrasses. "Prep dredging” also has aa impact on the seagrasses
of the Region. These plents grov in shallov veters amd are oftem
destroyed vhea meter Deats 80 through these areas and deztroy the
grasses vith their boat preps. Public avareness sad boater
c‘uouq can help rewedy this predl As the g!

d1ainish, 20 vill the productivity of the estuaries. Ourveatly, ’ 8
several th é acres of seag are p d by Pederal

State, and local lavs. This has helped {a reduciag the impact on :
this reseurce. -

Amether highly productive feature of the coastal reglon unique to

South Flerida and laportast to the tishing industty 13 the coral

roef system. South and vest of the Florida peninsula lies the

Florida Reef Tract, the most extensive living coral reef systes in

the continental United States. Corsl reefs ars o phanorenca of the
tropics. The Flerids Reef Tract $s at the northerssost liamit for
teefs, vhich masns 1t 15 constastly wnder matursl stresses, such as

the 1nflux of cold water. The effects of sdditicaal extermal .
stresses are poerly knova. The heavy commercial ané recrestional \
use of the reefs, their proxfaity te the dense population centers
of South Florida, snd man‘s shoreline sctivities are all factors .
vhich make the ceral reefs bighly vulserable. Some of the
environasmtal ceacerns of reefs include dredge and £1)} activities, |
channelization, ocesn ewtfall for sevage effluent, land . e
development, vater pellution, diving, fishing, anchoring and boat N
(nu!ln. and o1) tanker traffic which all adversely affect coral '

reafs”. Land development, sltheugh occurring ¥p te several

siles from the coral reef, can 1mpact the resource. Increased aned |
urben sad agricultural rusoff, sevage and veste disposal, and an v
1acreased population accessing the reef o1l have an effect on the

system. Developmeat on the uplands needs to consider these

offshore affects.

101

3



tAHIBIT

EANIE [
FWS/OBS - 82/08 CHAPTER |
MMS 84-0038
August 1984 CHARACTERIZATION OF THE RESOURCE

THE ECOLOGY OF THE SOUTH FLORIDA CORAL REEFS:

A COMMUNITY PROFILE

by
Walter C Jasp

Florids Department of Natura) Resources

Marine Rescarch Laborstory
St. Petersberg, Florids 33701

Project Officer

). Kenneth Adsms
Minerals Management Service
Gulf of Mexico OCS Region

Post Office Box 7944
Metairic, Louisians 70010

Prepared for
National Coastal Ecosystems Yeam
of Biological

Research and Development
Fish snd Wildlife Service
U.S. Department of the Iaterior
Washington, D.C. 20240

-d

Galf of Mexico OCS Regional Office
Minerals Mansgement Service
U.S. Department of the Interior
Metsirie, Lowisisns 70010

11 OVERVIEW

Corsl reefs atu “" compisx sad daverss

of ¥ota, » of the trogecs
-‘mh‘dhmnl&mu-ﬂ-ﬁ-
stretum, (empersture, bghi, ad sedusontstion Ia
smplest lorms corul recfs are

low drvermty coral amswblages, bt wapertont fabery
hobutal Crouper find refuge. foed, and beued = and seer
these structures. From Stuart (5t Lucw laiet) 0 e

of corals and other [ a
structure 1 shellow water [n 1o wutial busiéung procem,
a wt of prunary {ramework buiders set down the first
strecture, lotet colonazers add to the volume Sheletal
wm-nnm-‘hh.nimm
carbonets seduments, whach sre recycied by other Welog-
wal procemes of we comenisd to the reel femework
thsough o

The coral resf complex fousd off southeast
Flonds represonts ¢ mossx thet sxhebits exireme
vanabiny in off parsmeters weed (o svalusts bulegcal
commumtios. Corsl teefs peomde a wide specirwm of
vocatioasl sad recresuonsl sctvities. Meay impertant

fuhenees wre diractly tiod (0 these reel communitys,

2 resTs prncapel resource value (scesemically) is = &
hughly productrve habetal i CORCERtIaies menme plotest
@ & locahsed area. Cornl rects aleo pley s mgmficent
role 4 the tounst industry of southesst Florida.
Whals the level of resl wetgs @ Wcresmng S5
Florids rapid sowih,
of thes reef tands (0 lag ov
- 10 the b ibed harewn.
Scwatfic and lay ltersiure het regoried resl
and potentixl Uests 10 southesst Florids coral ek
(Straugha 1972, Vom 197), Deve 19772, Dustem
19770, Snght ot al. 1981). Impacts hove wncluded vassl
”mu“u.ﬁmm,m
resourshment dredgng, fishery acuwitws (iohstet trep
tocovery), tropual fmh and

potch resly,

shors Thes @ the saly shallow water (< 10 m) wopscsl
corsl reel favnd en the C el of
North Amarice, and has besn refesed 30 o “The Flasids
ool Tract™ (Vanghan 1914s). This discontwuess
smsmblage of reols forme en wc pualioleg thy Koye
cosstiine = 3 goneel southwesterly tond. Landwesd,
the rocts 200 bounded by the Keys ond & sevins of shal

shupweasck saivags, and drvingrelated scuviins. indmd:
ually these octs do mot gresily sffect the resowrce
mdny.bnlkcmul-ymmmu—n
of these acts = coust for concers

bow oy, Coed ood Bomm
Sounds, and Flands Buy), sawasd of the reaks a0 the
Straite of Fiorsds and the Flartde Cureat. The Flonids

rols in the -t of ouset
The gosl of thus document = {0 serve 88 & reler- tosls off southuast Plarids. & wodifins the enviroamont
. w—ter The cumens's sonsen

esce (or thom d sad

(] d of the
resouzce, o well sa thase seekang o better understanding
of Flonda's coral reefs

11 CORAL REEF DISTRIBUTION

Albough the tropxcat corsl Teel communitus
found off southesst Flonds (Fipars 1) are ihe conphasis
of thus report, 8 brel summary of corsl resf destnbutsons
throughowt Flonda will ed » understsnding thes re-
source From the Geargss buvder Lo mees Fort Paece on
the Atlonix cosst, 1 depths of 13-50 m, Ovubae (pret-
®: corsl) beak commusmiies are the éomumsst corsl
commumty (Avent ot 3l. 1977, Resd 1980). Thess are

by wenter weather. The cament dystem i dysamic, snd
oddios ot mesndovs being conpidemshie selumen of water
mte tha reef This buimgs a fond
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industry astll §950. Dwring thet period collectors
wend cithor gappling hosks from bests or hand har-
vested whls resf diving. The mdustry changsd wilh the
sdvent of scuba dvving snd (he mcreassd intwreet by the
paneral public in the marias suvwonment. Thare we
incronsed Gommed for comal by tourmts a8 welk & for
export 19 northirn suarkets. No quantstitive data euist

!
i
!

tatutes making i Wegad 00 eolivct, sall, of dumegs MORY
corals (Miliupors snd Sclersclinia) snd twe apecies of e
(an (Govgonia) withia Stato watem. la 1976, the Foderal
(Buresn of Load Menagwment) wrols
regualstions wnder the sutherity of the Outer Continental
Shall Lanés Act to protect corals snd teefs 18 the ares
wnder foderai sorindiction (beyond the J-mi it i the

i

Councils we [] plas
for corshs and coral sesfs ia the regica betwean North
Casclins and the Tenas-tovicen

ExXHiBIT C

Commercal aadings of resfcelatod spscres v Monroe

Couaty, 1980 (NMFS 1981)

Weght Value
Species| (™) )
[

Ballyboo 31724 asan
Jacks 20881 2674
Dolphen 9977 33,09
Geoupet & scamp 309,794 451,018
Hogfish 34,154 17,968
Jewlnh 32,046 st
Shask 175,643 19,363
Sasppers

Lane 1552 490

Mangrove 240117 117530

Metton 160,469 131,419

Red 15332 20320

Vermilion ”"s sl

Yellowtail 735,104 730.7644
Triggerlish 105 1
Warmw grouper b5 ) 1324
Spany lobeter 4536018 10,132,913
Spanish lobater 28,199 61814

Totel 1039205 11834434

resls, snd purchese food end lodging. Tourists cems
from as mesrby a8 Mosestesd sad Miswl, and as far
awey = Eutops snd Cansds. A 1979 ah

“

tested). medicme (artdicrel bomes), geolegy, reel fub-
ch and

o squena, -
archasology.

Revonuws (rom all thase eciomtmm reanters the
south Flonda —-d bor

many ofher people m the wrvie wcion. The comls’
grastest velue, howevet, 1 23 8 living sscurce, ead ot &

2AMIBIT .

on em of commerce. Theis hahitet subus and stesssion
0 dvom ar warth lar mow Ui @ wh Bels of ca-
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£XHIBIT D

REEFXEEPER WETVORK PARTICIPANT GROUPS
73 ms of April 5, 1990

v

Alachus Aydubon (FL) (
Alptne Divers (EM)
Apslachee Audubon (FL)

Artificial Reef Dvipmnt Cntr (NATL)
Atlsnts Oceans (GA)

Beneath the Sea (NY)
Celiforais Kayak Friends (CA)

Center for Marine Conmserv’tn (MATL)
Center for Marine Copservatios (FL)

Central Celifornis Council

of Diviag Clubs (Ca)
Collier Audubos Soctety (FL)

Colorado Reef Seekers (CO)
Coaservation Council of Haweii (HI)

Conservatios Counctl

of Morth Cerolins (NC)
Carsles Yivos (MEXICO)

CUDA Dive Clubd (FL)
Earth Island Institute (MATL)

Florida Audubon Soctiety (FL)
Florids Keys Audubon (FL)

«

Floride feys Izasc Veltoa League (FL)
Florida League of Anglers (FL)

Florida Msrine Life iss’n (FL)
Frieads of the Earth (WA)

Priends of the Everglades (FL)
Georgias Eaviroamental Project (GA)

Greenpesce (INTL)
Heal the Bay (Cah)

Innerspace Explorers (FL)
Intl. Marine Life Allisnce (INTL)

Island Conservation Effort (CAYMANS)
Life of the Land (HI)

Long Island Divers (NY)
Kanssots 88 (FL)

Marine Resources Dev. Fadta (FL)
Micronesian
Island Conservation (FSH)

Mid-Atlsntic Diviang Society (PA)
Mudhole Divers (MO) .
National Parks
and Conservation Ass'a {NATL)
Nature Conservency (FL)

Nautilus Divers (CAd)
Newv Hempshire Wildlife Fed'ta (NR)
New York Ses Gypsies (NY)

1z - 2)

EXHIBIT D

Ocesn Protectjon Coalition (CA)
' Ocean Research Iastitete (FL)
Ocean Watch Fouadatioa (FL)
Ocean Vatch of Palm Beach (FL)
Oceanic Society (NATL)
Oceanic Society LA Chapt C
Organized Fishermen of Floride (FL) ’ pror (C4)
Pacific Whale Foundation (B1)
Panhandle Avdubom (FL)
Pelican Island Audubon (TL)
P.R.T.D.E. Fnéta (TURKS & CAICOS) .
Project Euvirosmestelly
Safe Shores (FL)
Ssn Diego Ses Dogs (CA)
Seve Our Cosst (LA)
Scubs Schools Iatl. (INTL)
Scuba Veatvree Depth Chergers (AZ
Scuba West Dive Sociery (FL) i sers (AZ)
Sea Knights (CA)
Sea Turtle Preservatios Soc'ty (PL)
Soctiety for Niatorical Investigstios
. and Preservation (MICRONERSIA)
South Dade Audwboa (FL)
St. Lucia Asseciation
of Dive Operators (V¥ INDIES)
Student Environmuntal Coslitios (FPL)
Seashise Fias (FL)
Texss Culf Cosst Zowncil
of Divimg Clubse (TX)
Undervater Society of Americe (NATL)
Vatersports Excheage Ass's (PL)
Wesnters Wilderaess Coa'ttee (CANADA)

Wildlife Soctiety of Oregon (OR)

Vilderness Society (FL)
Willlife Socdety of Texas (TI)

(11 - 3)
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EXHIBIT

Project ReefKeeper

For the Prolaction of Coral Reels and their Marine Lile

Kay 1, 1990

J. Rogers Pearcy, Regional Director

Minerals Management Service ! Cuif OCS Region
1201 Elmvood Park Boulevard

New Orleans, L& 70123-2394

re: OCS Lease Sale 131, 133
and 137

Dear Mr. Pearcy:

As proposed by the Foderal Micerals Mansgemeat Service (MMS),
1991 Gulf of Mexico Outer Cosntimental Shel? (OCS) Lesse Ssles 131
ead 135 vould reselt ia devastating impacts to the Flover Carden
Barks corsl reefs and to the shelf-edge corsl bottom beaks of the
Centrasl and Vesters Gelf. ©o

The enviroamental aad diviag comaunities are uaited in their
support of coaprehensive and uncompromisimg protectioan from aay
and all offshore oil operational impacts for the coral reefs, live
bottoms end other bdiologically seasitive offshore habitats of the
Gulf of Mexico.

Accordiagly, this request for deletion of all Gulf coral
haditat arees from offshore oil lease ssle 1s presented oa behalf
of 18 nati 1 organizatioas with & coadined seadership of over 8
aillion, om bebalf of an sdditions) 34 local, state, and
regional orgeaizations from throughout the United States.

Proposed VWestera Gulf OCS Lesse Ssle 135 intesds to offer
4,755 unlessed OCS blocks, This includes 8 Dbdlocks os or
immedistely adjecent to the Texas-Lowisiana Flower Gardea Bauks,
and 7 more dlocks directly os other shelf-edge coral banks off
Texas. .

Proposed Central Gulf OCS Lease Sale 131 inteads to offer
5,698 unleased OCS bdlocks, This iacludes 34 blocks on or
ismediately adjaceat to shelf-edge coral bamks off Louisiana.

Ve streawously petitiom for deletiom of those blocks (1listed
below) from OCS Lease Sales 131 and 135, wunder Alternstive B of
each of those sales.

-- page ) of 8 -

16345 Weat Dixie Highwey, Sulte 1121 / Miami, FL. 3180 / (305) 9454645
— on aiiiate of the American Litoral Soclety —

American Littoral Society D. ¥, Beaastt
Sandy Nook/Nighlamds, NJ 07732

American Oceans Campaigs R, Selaick
1427 Seveath St./Saata Momica, CA 90401

Center for Mariap Comservatioa J. Sobel
1725 DeSslee St NW/Washiagtos, D.C. 2003

Zarth Island Institute T. Steiner
300 Broadway (Ste. 28)/Sam Freacisco, CA 94133

Zaviroameatal Defease Fund R. Pajita
257 Park Ave So./Nev York, WY 10010

Friends of the Rarth 8. Riller
218 D St. NE/Veshingtoa, D.C. 20003

Internctional Marime Life Alliance/USA V. Prate
94 Stetion St.(Ste 643)/Ninghan, NA 02043

National Associetion of Diviag Imstructors K. Noes
4650 Arvov Nwy/Mentclair, CA 91763

Nationsl Awduboa Soctety L. Raisbeck
801 Pean Ave. SE/Vashiagtoa, §.C., 20003

National Coelition for Mariae Conservatioa B. McCloskey
Boz 23298/Sovansah, Ca 31403

Netional Perke & Comservation Assoctlatios 8. Liessoch
1015 31 St. NW/Vashiagtoa, D.C. 20007

National Uildlife Federation E. Jomes

1400 16tk St. BV/Weshington, D.C. 20034
Natural Resovurces Defense Cowacil L. Ss;cr
40 ¥, 20 Sc./Mew York, HY 10011

Professionsl Association of Diviag Iastrectors 3. Shuster
1251 E. Dyer Rd. (Ste. 100)/Saata Aas, CA 92705
Scubs Schools Imtersstiomsl A. Ronning
2619 Castos Ct./Ft. Collins. CO 80325
Sierra Clud V. Rewaen
11194 Douglas Ave./Marriotdville, WD 21104
Uadervater Society of Aserica R. D'Aatco
10 Redfielé St./Rye, RY 103580
YMCA (Scuba & Aquatics Division) F. Wiagert
6083A Oakdrook Parkway/Worcross, CA 30093

t on 0 .
Alachus Aududom Society J. Wien

3126 WV 21 Ave/Catuesville, FL 32603

Alpine Divers Va. Cee
' Box 1507/Santa Fe, WM 87304

o0t



EXHIBIT £

Asmericea Littaoral Society of Florida S. Holderman
New College USF/Sarssots FL 34243

Atlanta Oceans 1. Jordan
Box 12i98/atlanca, G4 3035%

Beaeath the Ses Association R. D'Amico
P.0. 644/Rye, NY 10580

Ceatral Califorsis Council of Diviag Clubde X. Gower
164 N. Bascom/San Jase, CA 95128

Clean Ocesn Action C. 21pt
Box 303/Highlaads, NJ 07732

Conservation Council for Hawaii R. Scudder
Box 2923/Homolulu, HI 96802

Counservation Couwncil of Noreh Carolias S. Briedenbach
307 Granville Rd./Chapel Hill, NC 27514

Conservation Lev Foundatios aof Nev Zagland E. Bateson
3 Joy St./Boastom, WA 02108

Floride Aududon Society 8. Yokel
1101 Awdubos Way/Maitlasd, FL 32751

Florids Keys Avdubon Society C. Kruer
P.0. Box 633/Big Pine Key, FL 33041

Florids Keys Izsac Waltoa League . Linskold
P.O. téililllloxulu, FL 33036

Ploride League of Aanglers F. Stoppeldein
P.0. Box 1109/Samfbel. FL 33937

Floride Merine Life Associatios G. Sullivan
Box 1754/Big Pine Key, FL 33043

Friends of the Everglades J. Padgor
202 Park St./Miswi, FL 33166

Ceorgia Eaviroasental Project J. Hatfield
429 Moreland Ave. WNEZ/Atlamta, GA 30307

Gulf Cosst Fishermean's Zavironmeatsl Defesse Fund S. Stewart
Box 701/leo Jackson, TXI 77566

Heal the Bay Associstios D. Green
16504 Tenth St./Seata Monica, Cs 90404

Howstoa Auduboa Saciaecy J. Schiedler
2286 Shadovdale/Houstoa, TX 77043

[nnerspace Explorers Clud D. Bussert
1214 E. Cravford St./Tampe, FL 33604

Island Conservatior Effort M. Valsh
P.0. 25272/Christisnsted, St, Croix USVI 00824

LegaSea M. Baker
Box 475/0cracoke, NC 27960

Life of the Laad D. Meller
19 Niolops Pl./Romolule, HI 96817

Loae Star Chapter Sierrs Club B. Mannchen
629 Luclid/Houaton, TX 7?7009

Nasasots 88 G. Rains
P.0. Box 14119/Bradenton, FL 34280

Nid-Atlantic Scuba Divimg Society C. Rosszas
3600 Street Ré/Benmales, P4 19020

Nobile Bay Audubom Soctety M. Jones

726 Brennaa Ct./Modile, AL 36609

EXHiBIT £
Nudhole Divers M. Bowles
1) Blackvood La,/St. Peters, MO 63376
Nau.ilus Dive Clud 3. Srowa
12406 Incliae Dr./Auburan, CA 95603
Northern Alaska Environmental Center . Blazer
218 Drivevay/Fairbanks, AK 99701
Ocean Protection Cosltition €. Levallea

Box 1385/Mendoctino, CA 95460
M, Long-Zwicker
3102 Reo La./Lake Vorth, FL 33461

Ocean Watch of Pals Besch

Oregon Nsturel Resources Council A, Kere
. 3921 St Salson/Portland, OR 97212

Pacific Whale Foundation . S. Kelley
101 N, Kihei Ré/Kihei, HI 967353

Panhandle Audubon Society E. Hedd
502 Mayvood Dr./Marissana, FL 32446

Pelican [sland Aududboa Soclety H. Bowvman
Box 1833/Vero Beach, FL 32961|

Protect Environwsentally Safe Shores b. Driacoll
Box 1981/Yeatce, FL 34284

Reef Relief D. Quirolo
1223 Royal/Key West, FL 33040

Sen Diego See Dogs L. Viittea
3705 Aveaida Johamna/Ls Mesa. CA 92041

Save Our Coast N. Schoeffler
P.0. 2219/Lefayette, L4 70302

Save Our Shores D. Neifley
P.0. 1560/Saats Cruz, CA 9506}

Scuba Ventures D'pt% Chargers 8. Yelly
2813 E. McDovell Rd/Phoemix, Az 85008

Scudba West Dive Society L. Beyer
1200 Gatevood Ave./Spring Rill, FL 34608

Sea Lnights K. Forbes
6558 N, Callisch/Fresao, CA 93710

Sea Turtle Preservation Society P. Baadre
3000 Penmnsylvania St./Melbourae, FL 32904

South Dade Audubon Society S. Ztemerly
15490 SV 240 St/Homestead. FL 33032

Studeat Environmental Coalition R. Sosmoweki
FAU Univ. Catr./Boca Ratom, FL 33431

Sunshine Fins Club S. Kisco
P.0. 3936/Bay Pimes, FL 33304

Texas Environmental Coalition S. Stewert
Box 701/Lake Jacksos, TX 77366

Texaa Culf Cosst Council of Diviag Clubs C. Basghter
4426 Smooth Osk/Howstos, TX 77033

Trustees for Alaska R. Welser
725 Christeason (Ste 4)/&nchorage. AK 99301

Undervater Safaris Mariae Avarenesas Associatios N, Miles
620 N. LaSalle (7th Floor)/Chicago, IL 60610

Wilderneas Society (FLA) S. Berryass

420) Poace de Leoan/Coral Gsdles, FL 33146
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£XH1B8IT G

Final Environmental
Impact Statement
Proposed Looe Key
National Marine Sanctuary

October 1980

u.8. mmo!comce
MMMAWW
Office of Cosstal Zone Management

ExmiBir G

0. FLORIDA REEF TRACT DISTINCTIVE CHARACTERISTICS
As reported by Marszelek, et al (1977):

901

*The outer bank reefs are typically elongate festures
of variable vertical relief which occur at the
shallow shelf edge between the 5 seter and 10 smter
depth contours. Their long axes form 2 &1 scont { muous
line of veefs oriented paraliel to the shelf edge.
The northernmost reefs trend N/S and the reefs near
Key Mest E/¥ reflecting the change in orientation of,
the ancuste shelf edge. Approximately $6 km of
linear bank reefs are located north of Tavernier
Creek (at the south end of Key Laryo Xey), 17 km
of reefs in the middle Keys and 23 km 1n the Jower

_ Keys {west of 8ig Pine Key). A spur tnd groove system
13 developed on the semard face of most of the .
bank reefs, with the spurs and grooves oriented
generally pevpendicular to the shelf adge and to
the oncoming waves of the Florida Cerrent. Spurs
and grooves are best developed on auter bask reefs
dtuwtmanlwxm;thswamm
pattern on reefs in the niddle Xeys is generally Tess
developed and exhibits a more random orientation.”

0



EXHIBIT G EXHICIT H

¥ ¥ OB R Oy w B oy oy

Although the outer reefs are highly variable in their degree of develop-
ment, several distinctive features are held in common by reefs well advanced
in the successiosal u?um leading to the mature, climax seral stage.

Thete characteristics Tude:

®  the presence of the elkhorn coral 2 palmata) "
at shallow depths. According to Shimn » tl L.
spur and groove formatioms result from in situ mu \
91 elkhorn colonies. A significant proporiion of | R
these formations 1s composed of encrusted rubble |
and skeletal material, derived fram this species,
which has been fncorporsted into the spur and
groove system;

® avertical coral zonation characterized in the deeper
zones of the reef by large, messive heads of brain

Dip} .) and star corals (Montastrees spp.) and,
(—!ﬂﬂﬁﬁ- turbulent areas, bra ﬁf |

colonfes of Ac (A. pal and A. 1cormis),
several types re coral, ) l{_ﬁ. a
extensive colonies of the colonial zoanthids
Palythoy and Josmthws;

® 3 benthic macrobiota mlulu of large populations
of the sas wchin % in , PumETous species
of cryptic ophiurol ttle s » 8 Siverse
group of octocorals (ses fans and 3ea whips) and
sponges and the calcareous green alga Malimeda
gpuntia;

rd|

«\“6’
N
Fal wl!

[N

STATE PARK

ALLIGATOR

880wAnD county Y
ket SURE,
ol w0l

FLORIDA

w!

TR ¥
Figure |. Trogical soset reef communitios off sputh Flerids.

8 highly diversa finfish fauna. Stark (1967) 44 =
reported a total of S17 fish spectes from Alligate- - R
Reef, of which 389 are coral reef forms. Many of &
these fish populations are characteristic of $ =
particular rones or specific habitsts on the / N 4 - - R
reef whtle others have been found :a be mc;::ﬂn. ! . 28 g
mcn 13 an dependency relationshi ween 'S x N
he Soundant o diverse T13h populations of the = 34 3 )
mm. Reef Tract and the voriety of available Y. ; 3e b
Naditat in the area, net the Jeast of which fs . 3 Rt
, the Mrly product ive seagrass commmity 1n Howk - o =
i Channel. 3
AL
-0— If
L]

>
|

901
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, Sensitivity of Marine Mabitats to Oil Spills

The sensitivity of mécrine habitats (other than sud/sand bottame) to spilled
oil is discussed in the following sections. The majoc portion of each
Planning acea consists of wud/sand DOttome which have a low seasitivity to
spilled oil. The specific marine habitets Siscussed are submecged aqustic

5-Year Leasing Program

Mid-1987 to Mid-1992

Proposed Finst

vegetation, submarine canyons, the shalf break sone, coral creefs, end live
hard bottoms. The informstion swmmerized in the following disceussions wes
used in calculating the relative eavironmental seseitivity of the OCS planaing
areas to spilled oil. Wost of these macine habitats ace gesscally too deep to
tecuive lacrge quantities of oll from the ocesa’s sucface. The principel aceas
of sensitivity sre shallow habitats such as beds of aquetic vegetation and
coral reefs. The highly sensitive cceal reefs, which occur oaly in the South
Mlsatic and Gulf of Mezico planning sress, 4o not occupy sulficient ares to
affect the sensitivity ratings significantly. Live hard bottom habitats mey
be sensitive in shallow areas, but informetion om the areal and depth
distcidution of these habitats (s not aveileble for most OCS plenning areas.
A8 & cesult of the low sensitivity of most marine habitats in the OCS plasaing
areas, the sensitivity ratings foc these habitats are lower thaa thoee for
coastal haditats and macine blota.

Submwrged Aquatic Vegetation

There sre rooted seagrass beds as well ae tions of 9se and
aicroslgae focms in wost of the subtidal, coastal poctisas of OCS plamning
sreas. The seawerd extent of thelic distridbution is limited by the pewnstration
of sutficient senlight to suppoct p Y ! Theic ond
distribution canges from the estisated 3.7 million acres of seagrass deds in
the Gult of Menico, 99 perceat of which ace off the coast of Plocida, to the
epontic algae forms which are fownd growing undec ice in Alsska. There are
21890 sparse assesblages of ascrophytic algee distridutad ia the Arcric wetars
of Alaska (Minerals Mensgeseat Service, 190); Rinecals Mansgeasnt

Service, 1984a). These plaats all play sn important role in the prodwectivity
ot the Their organic p ity is 11y high and sey scteally
enceed the production of y facmed agr 1 ccopa. for enample,
productivity estimstes for California kelp range fecom 3,008 to 22,000
groms/equece meter. Their decompueition into detcitws provides an important
souroe of orgsaic matter for the £f0od web in the azes. They siso provids a
substcate and habitat for mmay invertebeate and vertedrate animsls, whiok ia
tura are eaten by other predatocrs. Seagrass beds provide breeding, muceery.
and feeding areas for a wide variety of commercislly fmpoctant shellfish and
tintioh (Minerals Managemsnt Service, 196)). I0e algee ferme socowmt for I3
to 30 parcent of the primary production In azeas of the Desufort Sea (Nimecals
Managemgnt Ssrvice. 196&). The effects of oll epills on vn arine,
subtidsl focme are relatively d. an of affects on seagrass
beds has Deea largely apolated from ‘ of istectidal and emergont
plaat forms found in coastal mershes and vetlands. The et severe impacts
would cocuc ia shallow (wp to sevecal seters) COasStal aress where oil cowld
come in close CORtact with the vegetation {n an undileted fors. WMile soet
ssagcasses 4nd algee are istant to ofl 4 apol

will destroy the root and rhiscus systems and deonwée the ares (Themag, 1979).

April, 1987
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John Pennekamp Coral Reef State Park

WATER QUALITY MONITORING PROGRAN

ASSESSMENT OF WATER QUALITY DATA FROM FIVE STATIONS

Volume 1
November 1922 through December 198¢

Renate H. Skinner
€ugene F. Corcoran

florida Department of Natural Resources
DPivision of Recreation and Parks

february 1989

EXHIBIT J

Sensitivity of species to poliutants varies. In a contaminated
earine environmsent, the overal{ effect may be a reduction in the,

nusbers of tndividuats, or species, or both, resvlting in an

impoverished fauna and fiora.

The results of these first two years of water Quatity sonitoring

clearly show that conditions in John Pennekanp Coral Reef State Park

require remedial msasures. The unexpectedly high amounts of
pesticides and plasticizers throughout park waters indicate that the
marine envirgnment is stressed. The entent and severity of the
probies must be detersined thArough the continued asesssent of vater
quatity. Since there are ways of controtling potlution-sssocisted
probleas and saintaining a healthy sarine environment, these must dDe
esployed. Among the aeasures are regulating and controlling

uptand developesent next to park wetlands and iuportant sacine '
resources, prohibiting development in adjacent wetlands, timiting
the use of pesticides on adjacent uplands, probibiting pesticide use
in the park, eliminating vastewater outfalls into park waters,
controlling runoff, monitoring water quatity, and enforcing cnt‘-
pollution regulations, a2s stated in 160-2.011, uhen pori uiters are
affected. The gain from employing these safeguards wseans nott:ng

Less than the preservation of the park’s wmarine resources.

43
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fXHIBIT K
NATIONAL UNDERSEA RESEARCH PROGRAM Research Report 88-5

Results Of A Workshop On Coral Reef Research
And Management In The Florida Keys:
A Blueprint For Action

James W. Miller

X8 K
)

B. Indirect Impact

It 1is well documented that coral reef communities in many
parts of the world are becoming endangered by wvaste products and
nutrients (nitrates and phosphates) resulting from human activity
(Kuhlman 1988). The Florida Reef Tract is no exception. Receat
evidence clearly shows that the reefs in the Keys are neither ss
healthy aor productive as in the past (Dustan and Halas 1987).
This decline can be attributed to waste sources such as; (1
polluted roedway runoff of stormwater, (2) eutrophicatica, (3)
sevage and agrichemicals, (4) toxine and anti-fouling painte.
The combined effects of these pollutante are damaging the coral
resfs and carbonate platforms in the Keys as they have elsewhers
(Smith et al., 1981). It should bs noted that besides mao-
related eutrophication, there are natursl sources such a&s
accumulation of seagrasses oan shorelinses, etc. that also
contribute to the problem.

The destruction wrought by axcessive nitrstes and phosphates
takes ssversl forms (Hallock and Schlager 1986). They stismulate
growth of plankton which red water transparency which in turn
limits the depths at which zooxanthellate corals and calcarsoas
algae can grow, thus reducing carbonate productioa. Nutrients
also cap stimulate the growth of certain algas and animals that
cause erosion of the reef structure. Tor example, studies in
Hawaii sehowsd that the “bubble algs* %ﬁw bloomed and
overgrew the coral reefs in Kaneol y dus to nutrieat
encrichment from a sevage outfall (Laws and Redalje 1979)., A msore
racent study in Sermuda concluded that there is enhsnced growth
and  incressed bdiomass of the green alga C Mg;
(Chlorophyta, Cladophorales) as a result of cumsulative uespage o
nitrogen-rich groundwaters coupled with efficient utilization and
recycling of dissolved organo-phosphorus compounds (Lapointe -and
O'Connell 1988). Studies also suggest that the eddition of high
levels of phosphates to seawater may inhibit the calcification of
corals and othesr calcareous marine organisms (Simkies 1964,
Kinsey and Domm 1974). There is further evid that 1 a
nutrients may stimulate overfeeding stress and increase predstioe
on both coral lsrvae and adults. It is clsar, thue, that vmu.]

boat groundings, anchoring, diver sbuse, and fishing are serious
threats to the reefs, an additional major threat {s the high
nutrient content of runoff from coastal arsas.

In a recent study conducted for NOAA, the Plorids Department
of Environmental Regulation, and Monroe County, the effects of
on-site sevage disposal systems on groundwater snd surfece water
quality were assessed (Lapointe and O'Counell 1988). The study

3
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EXHIBIT K

demonstrated that the use of septic tanks and shallow injection
wells in the porous geology of the Keys is accelarating
eutrophication of surface vaters. The mean concentration of
smmosiue and nitrate were 330-fold higher in developed vs.
pristise groundwaters, while phosphate was some 60-fcld higher.
Maximws t of inated groundwater discharge to surface
waters occurs duriag the sumser, whan elevated tides and
ter recharge eah 9r dwat ga. The cesulting
higher nutrient concentrations of surface waters in suweer were
sigaificently correlated with increased chlorophyll concentration
ti.e. phytoplaak | 9 ing that ever-increasing groundwater
coatamination is enhancing eutrophication and "greening® of the
Keys nsarshore wvaters. -

While there is proof that eutrophication leads to aa
increase in algal biomass and the eventual damage and even
destruction of coral reefs, the effects are raversible. In
Kaosobs Bay, Hawaii, over 99% of the corale within an area of 880
hectares wers destroyed by sedimentation from shorsline srosion
and sunicipal sevege over a period of ysars. The sediment impact
ended with the complation of the development phase around the
Bay. Yollowing the removal of the ge site discharge, the
corals are recovering (Xuhlman 1988). .
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Project RééfKeeper

For the Protection of Coral Reefs and their Marine Lile

March 21, 1990

Thosas Pelham, Director
Fla. Dept. of Commumity Affairs
Tallahessee, FL 32301

Re: Moaroe Coumaty CDWP

Dear Nr. Pelham:

froa the attached eaclosures, you will see that it appears
thet the MNoamroe Couaty Commisstioa and otdher officials ere
enbarkisg om & cosrse of sctios which saderestisstes -- or eves
totally discouates -- the cause snd effect relstiosship betvees
upland developaeat end marise vater quelity.

As an orgsaizetios exclusively dedicated to the coaservations
of corel reefs sand the protection of their msrime 1ife, we sore
paiafully avare of the critical releaticaship betveen marine veter
quality andé the ecological heslth of corel reefs. Becasse near
shore estwaries sre the surseries for nvesrous reef species, we
are also greatly coaceraned about the impscts of uplend developsent
in Moaroce Cousty wpos the area's nearshore sarine eavirossests.

Ve therefore request that your Departmesnt iaitiste imguiries
end take appropriste action regarding this satter, 1is accordence
vith the 1legislative asadate which makes the Departsest of
Cosnunity Affairs ro.ponrlblc for oversseing and approviag cousty
grovth sanageseat plans.

Thaak you very wmsch for your coasiderstioan. Ve wosld
appreaciate a reply from as sppropriste steff sember cegsrding the
actions which the Departmsent will teke or could teke with regards
to the situstion ia Momroe Couaty.

Sincerely,

ogonncii Eobirs

ALEXANDER STONE
Director

CC: B. Jack Osterholt/SFRPC

AS/sal

16345 West Dixie Highwey. Suite 1121 / Miami, FL 33100 / (305) 9434045
— an aihate of e Amgrican Ltorel Sockety —
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EXHIBIT

[ STATE OF FLORIDA .
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNETY AFFALIRS

2740 CENTERERVIEW ORIVE » TALLANASSEE, 'lO!tDA‘l!!'?

BOB MARTINEL THOMAS G. PRRNAM
Commer ncretary

April 25, 1990

Mr. Alexander Stone, Director
Project Reefkeeper

16345 West Dixie Highway, Suite 1121
piami, rlorida 33160

Dear Nr. Stone:

| Thank you for your letter expressing a concern for tie vater
' quality and ecological health of the coral reefs in Monroe
County. The Department of Community Affairs (DCA) is acutely
avare of the importance of the County’s marine environment and
have been actively involv: for quite some time. We have worked
with the county to establish a Water Quality Committee which is
nade up of foderal, state, and local technicians who review
county projects that may effect water quality. i
il

DCA recently revieved and denied a storawvater ordinance
submitted by Nonroe County because it allowed the direct
Adischarge of stormwater into marine estuarine vaters.

In sccordance with Chapter 380, rlorida Statutes, Governor
Martinez is in the process of forming a Resource Planning and
Management Cosaittes. The Committes will appoint a Water Quality
Committee for ths express purpose of reviewing water quality in
Monros County in order to resolve existing and prevent future,
probleas which{may the r ce.

In addition, Monros County is required to submit their Local
Government Cosprehensive Plan to the DCA later this year.

g t of stor run-off, as vell as vater quality
implications from upland development vill be reviewed by this
agency as well as the Department of Natural Resources and the
Dapar t of Envir al Regulation.

» BESOUBCE PLANNING AND MANAGEAMENT

LXmnisel

Mr. Alexander Stone

April 25, 1990
Page Two

The vater quality issue in Monros County is a vital one and
demands the attention of state agencies and resource protection
organizations like your own. We welcome your input and look
forwvard to a united effort on behalf of water quality irngm
county. :

L,. ul R. Bradshav, Director
Division of Resource Planning
Ranagament

P’Rl!tl
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@ Florlda Department of Environmental Regulation
~ e

Twin Rywers Office Bidg. ® 2600 Bisir Soone Road @ Flonda 32399-2«m ! .
Qb Mo, Goventor Ouly Touchanenn. secavery Joha Shraer. Assssand yeuren . . . !

TO: Interested Parties

aom: Rozane Dowl~Chiet =
Buresu of Surface Water Management

DATR: March 27, 199%0

SUBJICT: Notice of Second Public Workshop Concerning Triennial
Review of State Mater Quality Standacds

The Departmeat of Envirommentsl Regulation anncunces a second
pudblic workshop to receive public comment on proposed revisions
to Florids Administrative Code Chapter 17-3, as part of its
triennial review of water quality standards. The firast workshop
was held on February 7, 1990. The second workshop has been ’ R
scheduled as follows: .

DATE: May 1, 1990
TINR: 10:00 a.m.
| PLACR: Room 609
. 7lorida Department of Environzental Regulation

The Federal Clean Water Act requires that all states review their
vater quality standards every three yescs. In keeping with the
requiremsats of the 1987 Clean Water Act, the primary focus of
the curreat review is the adoption of water quality criteria for .
toxic pollutants (the *priority poil ). Attach 4 ' .
contains a more detailed description of the federal requirements, )

8IT:

The Department is proposing to adopt numeric water quality
ceiteria for those toxic pollutants that are dischecged to or are
preseat in Florida waters and may be interfering with designated
beneficial uses. Specifically, the Depsrtment proposes to adopt
the U.S. Environmeatsl Protection Ageacy's (EPA) recommended
water quality criteria levels as amendments to Chapter 17-3,
“Water Quality Standards.” (A b I also contains an
explanation of EPA°s criteria trecommendations.) Toxic pollutants
in need of numeric criteria were identified froam existing

1asuas pot certaiping to priority gollukanta: Some .
commentors requested that we add to the trienniasl review some ‘
issues not related to priority pollutants. Due to time

constraints, we 40 mot propose to consider these issues at

this time. Ncwever, they could be considered at a later

date, if 30 warranted.

— O\~



EXHIBIT M

Project ReefKeeper

For the Protction of Coral Reefs and their Marine Life

May 1, 1990

Ms. Roxene Dow, Chief
Buresu of Surface Water Menagement
Florida Department
of Environmsental Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, FL 32399

\ re: Proposed revisions
Ch. 17-3, F.A.C.
Water Qualily Stds.
Dear Chief Dow:

This is pr ted on behalf of the American |
Littoral Bociety. Center for Marine Conservation. Environ-
sental Defense Fund, Florida Audubon Society, Reef Relief.
and the Wilderness Society -- all organizational msembers
of the Corsl Reef Coalition. :

Coral reefs are ecologicsl treasureos which survive only
1f their very stringent water quality requirements are met.
These unique marine ocosystems are particularly wvulnerable
to water quality degradation.

Existing state water quality standards are deficient in
sany critical respects to meot these special water quality
needs of cors! reefs. Therofore, the undersjgned organi-
rations call on DER to: -
(1) recognize corsl reefs and Lheir associated

ostuarics as spocial ocosystoms requiring
more stringent water quality standards than
those presently in force for general marine
environmonts,

(2) identify, adopt and imploment those more
stringont water quality standards,

(3) apply those water quality standards to marine
waters south of 26 degrees North latitude in
the Gulf of Mexico and south of 27 degrecs
North latitude in the Atlantic. and

16345 West Dide Highweay, Sulle 1121 7 Wiami, FL 33100 / (305) 9454645
— an uiiiate of he American Litiorsl Society —

EXHIBIT ™M

(4) immediately onforce any Outstanding Florida
water regulatory requiremonts that would result
in improved water quality for corsl reefs and
thoir associatod estuaries.

Sincerely.
)W %

ALEXANDER STONE
Project ReefXeeper
Director

On Behalf Of:

AS:
cc:

D. W. BEWNETIT / Americsn Littoral Soclety
WILLIAM MOTT / Center for Marine Conservation
RODNEY FUJITA / Bnvironmental Defense Fund
WENDY HALE / Plorida Audubon Bociety

DER VON QUIROLO / Roef Relief |

JAMES WEBB / The Wilderness Soclety

.
cosignors above

PIT
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AMENDMENT MUNBER 1

RERF FISE FISHERY MANAEMENT PLAN

i{includes Emvi 1 A
. Regulatory Impsct Review, asd
' Regulatory Flexibility Amalysis)

FEBRUARY 1989

GUL? OF NEXICO FISNERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
$401 WEST KEMNEDY BGULEVARD
SOITR 881
TANPA, FLORILL 33609
(813)228-2013

Exisir O

4.2.

4.2.1

EXHIBIT O

Probless in the Fishary '
Problems Idantifisd in the FMP,

A substantial decline in reef fish stocks has occurred in some
areas under the jurisdiction of tha Gulf of Mexioco rishery
Management Council. A known factor comtributing to this
decline is overfishing in many areas of the Gulf of Mexico by
directed recreational and commercial users. Other possible
factors contributing to the decline are:

a. Reductjon of habitat, both naturai and san-made.
b. A large bycatch in other fisheries.

c. Najor environmantal changes (vhich can bs documented for
1973-1973).

An insufficient data base exists to pinpoint the causes and
magnitude of the decline by exact geographical area.

There i{s axpanding competition betw coapating for
the the sp the r uples This
expanding compatition is in part due to:

a. Increasing fishing effort and the concentration of that
effort in localized areas.

b. Increasing fishing effort in other fisheries that have
a bycatch of reef fish.

€. Declining catch per unit effort in some areas.
da. Introduction of nev gear.

19
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EX#1B1r P

SENEFITS FRON CORAL REEY PROTECTION: LOOE KEY RERY, FLORIDA

John &. Clark?
B1llly Causey*
nd

1
Jases A. Bodnsach’®

ABSTRACY

By 1900, there were approximstely 13$ pretected cotal
veef aress ia the Caridbean Basin and 123 In Sewtheast Astla.
Hajo: cteasons for reef protection are eshencesent ot
tourisa, conservation of tish st . [, lon of
shore erosion. This paper addresses coensezvetion of (311
stocks In the United States (Flerids Reys) and the
philippines (Centra) Vissyss). Changas In fish sdbenéance o
study reefs In both regions deterained by quantitative,
before-and-sfter, studles of fish abundence ot pretected
coral reef areas are revieved. Powr Phillippine presects te
incresse f1sh ylelds Dby creatiag iavielate replenishaent
20nes, Or Teservas, sre copphred vith ene peofect im the
United States to protect an intensively woed corel reef fer
ecological, tourist and fishery purpeses. I» all cases, o
sarked incresse ia desizadble species ves oboerved after
strict protection wvas applied. Per example, onappets
(Lutjenidae) incressed by an average of 47, 213 snd 2090
percent respectively in the Apo, Panilacas and Balicassy
Island projects 1im the Philippines. Ssappers incressed L3
93 percent and grunts by 4)9 percent for the Looe ey
Rational Marime Sanctuary 1a the U.S. Plorida Reys. The
seccCess of these ¢ experi ts is wost velcems nev
vhen the wvorld‘'s coral rzeefs are suffering increasing
explottation and disinishing fauns! resowrces.

1. BSenlor Research Associate, Rosenstie) Scheol of Merine
and Ataospheric Sciemce, University of Nisal, €400
Rickendbacher Causevay, Misai, Plorida 33149 \

2. manager, Looe Key Mational Marime Samctwary, Plorlés
Dept. of Watural Resources, Rowte 1, Box 702, Big Pime,
florida 33643

J. WOAA Fisheries, Sowtheast Pisherles Center,

Miant Laboratory, 75 Virginia Beach Dr., Niaai, Ploride
33149
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CORAL REEF PROTECTION ont

visitation 1n 1987 vas approxisately 41,080 persons and
in 1980 the total wvas 51,3lee. These '!lqutu include
visitors that vere participating in  all types of
recreational and comserclal activities.

On-site Sanctusry sanagement at Looe ey began in the
susmer of 1982. Requlations were put Into effect to ban the
tolloving: coral collecting and damage, spearfishing, use of
fish or lobster trgps, live collection of ssall "tropicals®
and other damaging activities.

Baforcement of thene requlations has taken several
phases over the past seves years. Maintaining a philosophy
of “lInterpretive lav saforcesent,” the initial phase
primazily wtilized “officer presence® as detecring
influence; this approach combdined regource protection vith
peblic education. Aftexr 1 1/2 years, eaforcement enteted a
sote aggressive phase vwith issuance of writtem varnings.
™e cutrent phase consists of a combination of verbal
varnings, vrittem vacnings, citstions and arrests. The
level of compliance on the part of the various user-gtoups
is nov vacy high. The best record of compllance has besn
for the commercisl tishermen. The lesson learmed is that a
cembination of clear demonstrations of SoRagesent success
and vell-executed pubdlic iaformation progzams best enhances
visitor compliance and public support.

The Dest vay to demonstrate sanagenent success is to
creste & resgacch prograa -- howvever sodest -- to monitor
the conditioniof the resosrce. The data and tesults of the
sonltoring progras are used both for sanagement pucposes and
ter educational and interpretive programs (in order to gain

the support of the public and alert the public of resource
probleas) .

The earliest phases of the Sanctuary resssrch progras
wvere ¢ d onc 1 tocies and photogrameetric
ond bathywetric surveys, as well as physical ocespographic
Stedies. Thesy helped asstablish baseline data for tuture

3084 COASTAL Z0NE ‘™

frequency-of-occurrence (p < 6.81, sign test). Anong the
four species too ssall to be speared, tvo incressed and tvo
decreased In abundance and in frequency-ot-eccurrence, wvhich
agrees vith the 50\ ratio expected by chence. Snappets as a

9rowp increased Dy 93 peccent, grunts (Naewelidae) by 439
pezcent.

Riacuasion: Our iatexpretstion of the reswits is thet
the adundance of the 15 species of spearfishing interest had
been grestly reduced by speSrfishing activities ever the
yeoars. Pive species were recetded at mero adbundance befece
the ben; thres (gray saspper, hegfish, awd Caesar gruat)
wers recorded at only S-6% of thelr later asbendance wader
ptotection; fouz (lane snappe:r snd Spenish, biwsstriped and
vhite qrent) wvere recorded ! 23-30%; aad three
(schoolmaster, yellovtall sasppes,and pecktish) wvere
recorded at 43-06\.

Three explanstions for Incressed {ish abundence after
the ban are: (1) Ilmsigretion to the teef of fishes fres
surreunding sreas, (2) increased and swgvivel of
tishes settling om the reef, and/exr () chomges in behevier
aaking existing fishes wmece censpicwess. ™e last
explanation s least Importast im this study beceass the
fishes selected fexr cempezisen were mea-czyptic sad

1] ol s A8 P . Se did observe that
some fishes were less agiteted and sste eesily appreached by
divers after the spesrfishing bea as we oxpected, desed on
John Randall's cbeervetion of fish behavieral chsages vhen
protected frem spescfishing.'® Abuadances and frequency-et-
occurzence estiaatés may be confeunded Dy mertalities cewsed
by hook and lime tlshing (vhich is permitted in the Leoe Rey
Sanctubry) but ve could net ({ind dats fet stuly of the
ispact of ling Lia%ing mertality en these pepulations. And,
of course, some natural change favoring fishes at Leee Rey
slght have occurzed DbDetween our “delors™ and “after®
collections.

In sumsary, the abeadance of

fish species
seaitering projects. Ome of the most importamt coaponents increased In the twe years fellevieg wary designation
s the baselilne vs. in-operation wonitoring of fish stocks ::.1:“- It is argeed ':" t::lf the ‘T“t-tz"ﬂmﬂa:‘::
taorted belov. Presently, dwe to restrictions in feading, s & sajer ot

tesearch prograa Is specitically used to address
lmedlate sanagement issuves. As a probles becoses apparent
Sk as & cora)l disease outdreak, a stody is initiated
{wwslly by consultants) to look 1nto the probles.

an effective monsgesent measure for the fapectant, larger.,
specles. The banning of wize tfish tzaps mey have
contributed, particularly fer Reeselidae which are hsewn t¢
be velnetable to traps.*? Becauwse mest xeat fish live for
Bany years, the full effect of the -.ul!llllz cegulations
82y not be resched for a much longer time pecied.

811
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CORAL REFF PROTECTION wRs

GENERAL REXF XPNAGENENT PROCRAN

The Installation of 32 wooring buoys vas one of the

fizst active managemsent projects initisted at Looe Key.
obvious success from this project can best be sessured by

the noticeadle reduction (R the extent of

anchor damage

suffered Dby corals, especially in the fore reef habitat.
prior to the installation of the wmooring Luoys In 1984, 1t
wves Aot uncosaen to fiInd 48 or 39 percent of the vessels
visiting the Sanctuaty to have their anchors placed in

ceral. '

T™he prohibition on the harvest of corals Dby doth

sesvenit collectors and prcfessionals appears to have Deen

successful. ‘During rowtin) resource monitoring efforts in

secenber 1983, large numbers of coral recrults (particularly
carvicecals

} vere noted. The s1ze and extent of

scanching of the coral celonles suggested that the corals
vere DetweenA ome and three years o0ld. Spacimg, lack of
lacqe establlished parent colenles, and the characteristics
of the basal attacheent of the nev celoay wvere all criteria
that swgeested the nev recruits were derlved froe sexual
recruitaent and mot fragmentation. HNanagesent strategies
that say have been responsible for the (increase In corasl
recteitasnt vere enforcemsent of Sanctwary regulations, along
vith statevide and Federal rules, that prohibit the taking
snd/or damaging of corals.

The seagrass beds of the reef flat hablitat at Looce Key

vete knove to have 2 large peopelation of queen conch

[}

9isas) in the early te mid-1978's. Nowever, just

prier to Sanctuary desigeation ia 1981, the population vas
noticeably depleted. After prokibition eof conch taking
Secane effective (NMay, 1984) routline sonitoring revealed a
censtdezadle increase In the population. Large nusbers of

:rvnhq age conch can nov regelacly be sighted on the reet
at. .

Sala, ®R.v. and J.R. Clork. 1984.

. 1lucw, Gland,
Svitzerland. 382 pp.

Oas. 1999.

. Orqanization of American States, Dept.
ot Reg. Development. Vashingtos, D.C. 146 pp.

"ite, Alan. 1987. Inforsation supplied as unpudlished

Snuscripts, “Marine Mansgesent® and “Marine Parks and
Reserves.®
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Center for

Formerly Center for Environmental Education. Est. 1972

WRITTEN STATEMENT OF JACK A. SOBEL
DIRECTOR OF THE HABITAT CONSERVATION AND
. MARINE PROTECTED AREAS PROGRAM OF THE
CENTER FOR MARINE CONSERVATION
BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OCEANOGRAPHY AND THE GREAT LAKES
AND THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES, WILDLIFE CONSERVATION AND THE ENVIRONMENT
OF THE
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES
CONCERNING H.R. 3719,

THE FLORIDA KEYS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY ACT OF 1990

May 10, 13990

Endorsed by:
Natural Resources Defense Council
National Audubon Society -
National Association of Undervater Instructors
Ocean Alliance
Florida Keys Filshing Guides Association

Defenders of Wildlife

1725 DeSales Street. NW Washington, D.C. 20036 {202} 429-5609 Rlefax (202) 8720619
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Introduction

Mr. Chairman, aemdbers of the Committee, good afternoon. Ny —
name is Jack Sobel and I am the Director of the Center for Marine
Conservation's (CMC's) Habitat Conservation and Marine Protected
Areas Program. CMC is a non-profit citizen's organization
dedicated to the conservation of living marine resources and
their habjitats. We have a 10-year history of active involvement
on issues concerning marine protected areas with an empbasis on
the National Marine Sanctuary Program (NMSP). We would like to
express our thanks for this opportunity to present our views on
?égb 3719, the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary Act of

Background -

We strongly support the creation of a Florida Keys national
marine sanctuary to provide comprehensive, long-term protection
for Florida's magnificent coral reef ecosystem while allowing tor
the wise use of its valuable resources. The spectacular coral
reefs, sea grass meadows and mangrove forests that together make
up this ecosystem are unparalleled in the continental United
States and matched by only a few places in the world. These
tremendous marine environments support rich biological
communities possessing extensive conservation, recreational,
commercial, ecological, research, educational, and esthetic
values which give this area special local, national and
international significance.

Coral reef systems are the marine equivalent of troplical
rain forests in that they support high levels of biologlical
diversity, are fragile and easily susceptible to damage from
human activities and possess high value to human beings it
properly coiserved. Like rain forests, coral reefs are
increasingly threatened with impacts from destructive human
activities that damage their biological i{ntegrity and reduce
their human values. In many cases, destructive activities
sacrifice long-term sustainable values for immediate short-term
returns. Increasingly, human activities within the coastal zone
are interfering with one another and with natural processes. The
marine areas surrounding the Florida Keys are a case in point
where uncontrolled and detrimental activities are affecting
current and future resource values. As human activity in the
coastal zone continues to escalate, a mechanism is needed to
comprehensively protect the marine resources of the Florida Keys
while promoting thelir wise use.

The purpose of the NNSP ts to provide such a mechanism for
comprehensively protecting areas of special national
signiticance. Clearly, the Florida reef system quallifies. The
strength of the NMSP is that the normal sanctuary designation
process requires the development of a comprehensive management
plan that considers all of an area's resources and all activities
which might affect them. This comprehensive management approach
difters from other marinc programs which focus on individual
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components or activities. The normal designation process also
provides extensive opportunities for public input and involvement
in the development of the management plan. We feel strongly that
the compreliensive management approach and opportunity for public
involvement should be retained regardless of whether a sanctuary
is designated legislatively or administratively.

. H.R. 3719 and Yessel Trafflc

The rash of vessel groundings that occurred last fall and
caused extensive damage to Florida's coral reefs highlighted
their sensitivity and the need to regulate human activities in
order to protect them. Representative Fascell's proapt
tntroduction of H.R. 3719, the Florida Keys National Marine
Sanctuary Act, to address the issue of vessel groundings is
laudable. Sanctuary designation would complement and strengthen
eftorts already under way by the Coast Guard to secure
International Maritime Organization (INO) designation of much of
the Florida reef tract as an area to be avoided. Reliance on the
Marine Sanctuary Act for the establishment of area(s) to be
avolided would have several advantages over the path currently
being pursued. First, it could provide authority to mandate
vessel compliance with areas to be avoided. Second, it could
provide the Coast Guard with specific authority to enforce such
mandatory areas to be avoided. Third, 1t could provide and/or
strengthen civil penalties tor violations within three nautical
miles and extend them to areas beyond three nautical miles of the
coast. Fourth, in cases involving resource damage, it would
ensure that recovered damages were first applied to the damaged
area rather than the general treasury. Fifth, it could simplity
litigation in such cases, since NOAA as the cognlizant agenzy for
civil litigation in reet damage cases would be able to assert
violation of its own regulations rather than those of another
agency.

We suggest extending the seaward extension of the sanctuary
out to the 600-toot contour. This extension would have several
advantages with regards to vessel traffic. First, It would
provide a small additional buffer that would serve as a safety
factor ftor ships that err off course. The proposed 300-foot
contour boundary comes within two to three miles of the reef in
many areas leaving very little time for an errant ship to correct
fts course before plowing into the reef. The value and fragility
of the reefs argue for such a safety factor. Extending the
seaward boundary out to 600 feet would also make it consistent
with botn the Coast Guard's area to be avoided proposal and the
boundary proposed In Senator Graham's bill, S. 2247. We also
belleve that tt is important to include areas on the north side
of the keys to prevent groundings such as the Mavro Vetranic
vhich occurred last fall in Fort Jefferson National Monument.
Inclusion of areas on the north side of the keys are also
important from a habitat perspective as will be discussed later.

[ ]
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Although vessel groundings provide one of the most striking
examples of how human activities can impact the reef, can be
devastating to localized reef areas, and can be catastrophic to
the reet system as a whole if they Involve the release of oil or
other toxic compounds; they are but one of several serious
threats to the Florida reef system and it is likely that other
more subtle threats may pose an even greater risk to the area.

In recent years, the health of the Florida reef system has been
deteriorating at a frightening rate. Living coral cover is
declining, the incidence of coral diseases is increasing, algal
overgrowth is displacing coral In many areas, and the king of the
reef, the Jewfish has all but disappeared. Determining the cause
of most of these symptoms with certainty is dit2icult. However,
declining water quality is a prime suspect for many of the
problems. It is also llkely that cumulative impacts from a
variety of both natural and anthropogenic stresses are
contributing to the problem. One thing is clear: controlling
vessel traffic will not by itself sateguard the reef.

The sanctuary program Is distinct among marine programs for
{ts authority to develop a comprehensive management plan for an
area that addresses all of its resources and activities. The
Florida reef system Is in dire need of such an approach. The
pProposal to designate the entire reef system as a sanctuary
provides an opportunity for such comprehensive protection.
However, as originally introduced, H.R. 3719 bypasses the normal
designation process and does not provide for the development of a
comprehensive management plan. Consequently the legislation does _
not address other important threats to the reef ecosystem. In
order to ensure the meaningful protection thls valuable area
needs and deserves, the sanctuary legislation must require NOAA
to develop a comprehensive management plan that addresses all
threats to the area's resources.

The imminent threats to the Florida reef system including
vessel groundings combined with the slow administrative
designation process jJjustify immediate Congressional action to
designate this sanctuary. However, such Congressional action
should not short clircult the normal requirement that NOAA develop
a comprehensive management plan for the sanctuary. We prefer the
approach taken In the Graham bill, S.2247. This bill provides
Congressional designation of the sanctuary, but also builds on
the existing NMSP procedures requiring NOAA to develop a
comprehensive management plan for the area including provisions
requiring extensive public participation and Congressional
review. We feel that the' comprehensive management plan Is the
heart of any sanctuary designation and must be retained.

Prohibitions on Certain Activities
Despite our belief that most sanctuary regulations should be

devcloped as part of the comprehensive management plan process
discussed above, we support the inclusion of two types of

31-627 0 - 90 - 5
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regulations In the legislation. The first is a prohibition on
commercial cargo traffic within sanctuary waters that would make
allowances for permitting vessel operation within federally
maintained or marked channels. The Justification for doing this
legislatively is to prevent any additional damage due to vessel
groundings from occurring while the management plan is being
developed. We also support a legislative prohibition on
hydrocarbon and mineral extraction or exploration. The
Justification for legislating such a prohibition Is that these
activities are clearly incompatible with the purposes of the
sanctuary and, based on experiences with other sanctuaries,
relying on the management plan to ban such activities Is
unreliable and can result in untimely delays in the release of a
management plan.

- —

Comprehensive Management Plan

Although S. 2247 builds on existing procedures for
developing a comprehensive management plan, it also provides NOAA
with some additional direction regarding certain items that
should be addressed in the development of this plan. We
believe thls direction is constructive, will facilitate the
development of a better management plan and should be
incorporated into H.R. 3719. The utility of this direction has
been confirmed in conversations with NNSP personnel.

Some critics have charged that sanctuaries are designed to
close off an area to all activities. Nothing could be further
from the truth. Despite their name, sanctuaries are open to many
recreational and commercial activities. 1In fact, sanctuaries
are required to facilitate all uses that are compatible with
thefr primary purpose of resource protection. Only destructive
and deleterious activities are prohibited or regulated within a
sanctuary. An important part of developing the management plan
i{s to fdentify what uses are incompatible with the sanctuary and — -
should be prohibited or regulated. A successful management plan
maximizes long-terwm sustainable values over short-term
exploitation.

We believe that a management strategy for compatible uses
incorporating geographical and temporal zoning might be a very
useful part of a management plan and should be considered. Such
a strategy could permit varlable levels of regulation throughout
the sanctuary, allowing few restrictions in large areas while
other core areas would recelve greater levels of regulation.
Such core areas might serve as reserves that would help replenish
other "more heavily used areas. A zoning system could also be
used to set aside specific areas for specific purposes if this
were considered desirable. Input from user groups would be
tmportant in developing such a system. The Great Barrier Reef
Marine Park In Australja uses such a zoned management system.

A critically important part of the management plan for this
area must be a strategy to ensure protection of the area's water
quality. Continued deterioration ot water quality around the
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keys probably represents the greatest threat to the health of
thls ecosystem. In developing thlis strategy, it may be advisable
to have NOAA coordinate its work with EPA, state and local
agencies.

Size, Boundaries and Manageabllity of ihe Sanctuary

The spectacular Florida Reef Tract is large, one of the
largest coral reef systems tn the world. Consequently, a
sanctuary must also be large In order to provide truly
comprehenslive protection. 1In the past, proposals for large
sanctuaries have generated concern over manageablility. This
concern was expressed in the 1984 Amendments to Title 1II of the
Marine Research, Protection and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) and in
the NNSP regulations. We would argue strongly that a large
Florida reef sanctuary that includes as much of the system as
possible would be much more manageable than smaller plecemeal
sanctuaries.

The criterla for sanctuary designation outlined in Title III
of the MPRSA as amended state that "the area should be of a size
and nature which .will permit comprehensive and coordinated
conservation and management”™ and that "the Secretary shall
consider the manageability of the area, including such factors as
its size, its ability to be identified as a discrete ecological
unit with detinable boundaries, its accessibility, and its
suitability for monitoring and enforcement activities.” Applying
these criteria to the Florida reef system, one must define an
area which includes not only the entire reef tract itself, but
also the associated seagrass beds and mangrove areas which many
reef organisms rely on for feeding and nursery areas. The tight
coupling and interdependence of these areas with the rcef make it
imperative that they be considered as parts of assingle unit.
Reet organisms which move between these areas cannot be protected
unless all three areas are protected. Furthermore, movement of
water between these areas makes their protection .tmportant even
to organisms which do net travel.

With regards to manageability, it is clear that to deal with
the myriad threats faclng the reef system as a whole including
vessel traffic, use issues and water quality, a system-wide
approach its necessary. Despite their successes, many of the
problems facing the existing sanctuaries at Key Largo and Looe
Key stem from their small size. Designating a keys-wide
sanctuary incorporating as much of the entire reef-seagrass-
mangrove system as practicable, would make an effective ecosystem
management approach possible. Using a zoned management approach
with variable levels of management for different areas would make
a large sanctuary manageable. Large aress wilhin the sanctuary
would not need additional enftorcement or monitoring. Cooperation
and coordination with state and other federal agencies would also
facilitate this effort. The Great Barrier Reet Authority manages
an area many times the size of the Florida Keys.

We therefore recommend that the sanctuary boundaries be
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drawn to include the entire Florlda reef tract and associated
seagrass and mangrove habitats so that they can be eftectively
managed as a unit and protected for future generation.

Eunding

Eftective management of an area this size and ultimately the
success of such a sanctuary will depend on adequate funds being
available to develop and implement the management plan. Lack of
adequate funding has long hampered the sanctuary program.
Although Congress did reverse a trend of declining appropriations
for the program by providing an Increase last year, the progranm
-rémalns poorly tunded. Appropriations do need to be increased
for the program and we strongly recommend fully funding the
program at $5.5 million. However, even If fully funded,
additional monles will -be needed to successfully implement a
unified Florida Keys marine sanctuary.

Two changes made during the 1988 Reauthorization of the
program provide opportunities for developing creative approaches
to funding a Florida Keys sanctuary. The first of these allows
the program to accept donations from private sources. This
provides a tremendous opportunity for developing public-private
partnerships which could provide a funding mechanism to support
such a sanctuary. We feel that this approach has merit and may
be the most promising vehlicle for doing so. The 1988 amendments
also provided the program with concession authority and the
ability to charge for use permits. Such approaches also have
potential and should be explored as possible funding mechanisms.
Including affected user groups in the development of any such
mechanism Is essentlial to its success. Funds raised using eitier
of these approaches should be viewed as supplémenting, not
replacing, appropriated funds. The federal government does have
a role to play In supporting marine conservation.

Thank you.
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Coral Reef Coalition

May 8, 1990

Dennis Hertel, Chairman
Subcommittee on Oceanography
2442 Raybum House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Hertel,

In the past few months, the undersigned organizations and individuals have established the
“Coral Reef Coalition” in response to the growing threats to the south Florida coral reef tract,
one of our nation’s most valuable natural areas. Not only is it an ecological wonder with
biological diversity on par with the world’s tropical rainforests, but also the reefs of south
Florida are of critical economic importance to the region. Unfortunately, this coral reef
ecosystem is under seige from many threats, ranging from water quality problems to destructive

vessel groundings.

The coalition supports the establishment of federal legislation that would designate this unique
area a national marine sanctuary, thus providing for long-term comprehensive protection and
management of the area’s spectacular marine habitats. Individual coalition members will submit
testimony and comments detailing specific recommendations for the improvement of the
legislation currently under consideration.

~

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Project ReefKeeper/American Littoral Society Defenders of Wildlife
Florida Keys Chapter, Izaak Walton League Florida Keys Audubon Society
Coral Reef Community Foundation Manasota 88
Friends of the Everglades Florida Audubon Society
Environmental Defense Fund Ocean Alliance
Seacamp Associates, Inc. Last Stand

* The Wilderness Society National Audubon Society
Florida Keys Marine Sanctuaries, Inc.  Sierra Club - Florida Chapter
Occanic Society Florida Keys Fishing Guides Association
Greenpeace Reef Relief

The Nature Conservancy - Center for Marine Conservation

e
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Hearing on H.R. 3719, "The Florida Keys National Marine
Sanctuax Act of 1990;" May 10, 1990, 2:00 pm, Room 1334,
Longworth House Office Building; Subcommittee of Oceanography and
the Great Lakes and the Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife
Conservation of the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Testimony of: Dr. John C. Ogden, Director
Florida Institute of Oceanography
830 First Street South
St. Petersburg FL 33701

Extending approximately 200 nautical miles southwest from
Fowey Rocks to the Dry Tortugas lies the Florida Keys coral reef
tract, the only coral reef within the contiguous United States.
It is recognized in Florida and the nation as a major resource
for tourism, recreational and commercial fishing, salvage, and
protection of biological diversity. It is also increasingly
recognized that this coral reef is suffering from the direct and
indirect impacts of the rapidly increasing human population of
South Florida. Nearly everyone agrees that something must be
done, but there is little agreement on the actions needed.

The bill H.R. 3719 would create a Florida Keys Marine
Sanctuary (1) administered under the existing Marine Protection
Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972. The geographic scale of
the proposed sanctuary, encompassing the whole coral reef tract,
recognizes the value of the resource, the scale of its problems,
and the scale upon which we must work to solve them. The coral
reefs of the Keys cannot be protected or managed in small
sections and parks or without attention to the surrounding marine
ecosystems, particularly seagrasses, mangroves, and the adjacent
land masses. The whole region might well be termed the "Florida
Keys Seascape,' and it is the management unit.

. Unfortunately, H.R. 3719 is directed only at the recent
groundings of large ships, all of which occurred within existing
marine sanctuaries and parks. The proposed Florida Keys Marine
Sanctuary, if limited by its present language to regulation of -
ship traffic, will have little impact on the alarming, continuing
decline of the coral reefs of South Florida. .

Collisions between ships and coral reefs are dramatic, but
relatively insignificant to a reef over 200 miles long. Coral
reefs are remarkably robust and resistant to physical damage, to
smashing by anchors, and to chipp‘mg away by divers and
collectors, provided the damage isn't too persistent or

1. The pejorative term "sanctuary' should be replaced with one
more descriptive of the situation, for example, ''zoning
plan.

- 1
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concentrated. They thrive in tropical seas where hurricanes are
a regular occurence, visiting their havoc on the average every 20
years or less, and often destroying square miles of coral reefs.
In fact, scientists.believe that periodic disturbance is critical
for the maintenance of their great diversity of life. Recovery
from such damage may be expected in clean, unpolluted water. It
is here that concerned citizens, managers, and scientists are
beginning to agree that the real problem lies.

At recent meetings concerned with the health of the marine
enviromments of South Florida, a consensus has emerged that the
fate of the coral reef is inevitably tied to the land of the
Florida Keys and South Florida and that what we do there is
having a slow but inexorable impact '"downstream' on the reef
tract. Poor land use practices, sewage, agrichemicals, the
contamination of groundwater, and runoff of soils have poisoned
the normal growth of corals and promoted the growth of algae and
phytoplankton which overgrow and smother corals on the reef and
cloud the normally clear water, blocking sunlight which is
essential for healthy coral reefs. Thus, we must gain greater
understanding of the interactic:. of land and sea in the Keys, and
we must do this at the geographic scale of the whole Florida Keys
Seascape (2). The creation of a sanctuary, or zoning plan, is a
critical first step.

The Great Barrier Reef (GBR) of Australia provides us a
valuable example of the approach that is needed in the Florida
Keys. In the early 1970's Australia began to recognize the GBR
as a resource of national significance that must be protected.
The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Act was passed in 1975. As in
the Keys, the GBR resources were used by many potentially
conflicting groups, and the Act established a Zoning Plan
encompassing approximately 800 nautical miles of coral reefs and
extending all the way to shore (3). The draft Zoning Plan
divided the GBR into 4 geographic sections within which zoning
would be applied-using the following categories: General Use
Zones A & B, Marine Park Zones A & B, a Scientific

2. Recently scientists and managers have concluded that a
research and management framework must be created at the
geographic scale of the whole Keys seascape. The Florida
Institute of Oceanography (FIO), for example, in partnership
with the Florida Department of Natural Resources (DNR),
NOAA's National Data Buoy Center (NDBC), and scientists from
four universities, has instituted with substantial support
from the MacArthur Foundation a program of sustained
ecological research centered on a series of automated,
satellite-linked monitoring stations extending from Fowey
Rocks to thé Dry Tortugas.

3. While the GBR is universally recognized as the largest coral
reef in the world, the region zoned is only about 4 times
the size of the proposed Florida Keys Marine Sanctuary.

2
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Research Zone, and a Preservation Zone. Also in the plan were
Designated Areas (e.g. replenishment, defense, shipping, and
special management) that concerned specific problems or short-
term uses.

The draft zoning plan was sent to all users of the GBR (4)
who then had an opportunity to go over maps and comment on
proposed zones. The end result was a Great Barrier Reef Marine
Park Authority and a set of four zoning plans, one for each
geographic section of the GBR.

The Australian example can serve to guide a revision of H.R.
3719. The scope of the bill should be expanded to include other
impacts on the coastal seascape including tourism, fishing, and
exploration. Following an environmental assessment report and
public hearings, a draft Zoning Plan would then be issued for
detailed public comment. The final plan would be responsive to
all user groups, would incorporate their concerns, and would
predispose public acceptance of and participation in regulation
and preservation of a resource of great local and national

significance.

Such a zoning plan would largely mirror present public use
patterns of the Florida Keys Seascape. I have taken the liberty
of defining 4 hypothetical 2oning sections on the map of the
Florida Keys (Figure 1).

Mam ?’
figure 1t Hypothatical loning Secticas "
Florids Keys Searcape

FLORIDA

23°

Upper Keys

Ory Tortuges

Key Vest - Dry Tortugas

g i ol ¥

4. As a one-time visitor to Lizard Island Field station on the
northern GBR in 1979, I was astonished to receive the draft
zoning plan for comment several years after my visit.

3
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1. The Um Keys including Biscayne National Park, Jolm
Penne State Park, and the Key Largo National Marine
Sanctuary would be zoned for parks, tourism, and
limited fishing. Some smaller sites might be set aside
for general use, preservation, and research.

2. The Central Keys, largely inaccessible to tourists
could be zoned for general use, including regulated
spearfishing, line fishing and trolling, trap fishing,
and permitted exploration and salvage.

3. The Lower Keys to Key West would be a mosaic of park
and general use areas, largely following present use
patterns and including Looe Key National Marine
Sanctuary.

4. Key West - Dry Tortugas, including Fort Jefferson
National Monument, would be largely regulated for
general use with the Dry Tortugas set aside for park,
preservation, and research.

My objective is not to impose a zoning scheme on the Keys,
but to point out that a Zoning Plan incorporating present user
group concerns would most likely duplicate the existing, and
largely accepted, use patterns.. Thus, the daunting task of
creating an acceptable Plan might not be as contentious or impose
as much hardship as might be expected.

The principal strength of H.R. 3719 is that it encompasses
the whole Florida Keys Seascape which is the suitable management
unit for long term survival of resources that are universally
valued and universally viewed as being in decline. If the bill
is broadened to include major impacts on the Florida Keys
Seascape and a zoning plan to regulate them, we will have gone a
long way to insuring future preservation, use, and enjoyment of a
unique section of the coastline of the U.S.
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THE POLLOWING APPENDIX WAS SUBMITTED BY LYNN DAVIDSON, THE HABITAT POLICY COORDINATOR
. FOR GREENPEACE
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APPENDIX I -- The Need for Coral Reef Protection -
Coral reefs and their associated coastal ecosystems (mangrove
wetlands and seagrass beds) are being destroyed throughout the
Plorida Keys. The principal causes of human destruction can be
divided into two categories, land-based and water-based. Land-
. based causes of coral reef degradation are by far the most
serious and, at the sams time, the most difficult to correct.
Nevertheless, it is important to address problems 1in both
"  categories in order to protect the region's (fragile coastal
ecosystens. It 4is alsq important to realize that additional
damage results because the destructive forces work in combination _
with each other. Along with immediate reef mortality, coral
diseases are often the result of these combined activities. The
following is a list of some of the most pressing concerns: -

Ultraviolet Radiation -- Although generally thought of as an
atmospheric problem, - increased ultraviolet radiation is the
result of activities on land that have depleted the protective
layers of ozone, permitting dangerous amounts of radiation to
filter through. It has been recently demonstrated that
ultraviolet radiation increases in latitudes near the equator and
penetrates sea water more readily than was previously recognized.
The radiation is lethal to many shallow-water organisms at .
equatorial and intermediate latitudes. Thus the Florida coastal
environments are especially vulnerable to the harmful effects of
ozone depletion (Johannes & Hatcher, 1986).

Greenhouse Effect -- The burning of fossil fuels 1s not only
polluting the atmosphere, it is also thought to be the cause of
global warming, possibly resulting in a rise of sea levels. Thisa
is relevant to coral reefs in two ways. First, corals may help
prevent the effects of global warming by their capacity to absorb
and retain carbon dioxide; nevertheless, if global warming
-continues to accelerate despite such natural controls the
resulting sea-level rise may drown coral reefs, which can grow
upwgfd at a maximum rate of about 10 millimeters per year (Grigg,
1989).

i
Yarm and Chemical Run-off -- Agricultural chemicals retard
reproductivity and gr ng corals. Agricultural practices
also add to soil erosion excessive nutrients in the waters,
posing further threats t rals“ (Kohn, 1989). Aerial crop.

spraying and other uses of herbicides can also have serious
effects on coral even at very low concentrations (Kenchington,
1985). Water samples taken in John Pennekamp Coral Reef State
Park, in Plorida, showed alarmingly high concentrations of five
toxic insecticides posing a threat of "great harm to the marine
environment, particularly the coral reefs" (Tasker, 1989)..

Sewage and Detergents (nitrates and phosphates)--Scientists have
indicated that sewage and phosphate detergents play a primary
role in pollution of nearshore waters and coral reefs. Growth of
plankton 1is stimulated, reducing water clarity and increasing
algal. blooms which compete with corals and other sea 1life for
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light and oxygen. This unnaturally stimulated growth can harbor
certain disease-carrying organisms that cause erosion of the reef
structure (Lapointe, 1989).

Mangrove and Seagrass Removal ~- Coral reef communities, no
matter how rigorously managed, will decline if adjacent mangroves
are cleared or seagrass beds dredged and the resulting
sedimentation envelopes the reefs (Johannes & Hatcher, 1986).

Thermal Pollution --_-The release of heated waste water is more
stressful in the tropics because tropical marine organisms live
at environmental temperatures c¢loser to their upper thermal
limits than do temperate ones (Johannes & Hatcher, 1986).

Fresh Water Infusior -- Large, sudden releases of fresh water,
particularly from the one thousand miles of drainage systems from
the Florida Everglades, can change the salinity balance in ocean
waters and effect the reef ecosystem.

Offshore Mineral Mining -- Exploration and exploitation of the
sea bed and its subsoil causes turbidity and sedimentation.
Offshore oil develcpment is a major source of chronic pollution.
The effects of the blow-out of Ixtoc I in the Gulf of Mexico (the
largest marine oil spill in the history of oil exploration) are
well documented (Jernelov, 1981). Coral reefs, mangroves,
seagrasses, and associated species die when covered with oil.
Corals stressed by o0il are believed to be more susceptible to
disease and are likely to grow and reproduce more slowly than
unaffected coral. A chain reaction could continue long after any
oil 1is present in the environment and sub-lethal, long-term
effects may be more important than initial mc:-tality (Jackson,
1989).

0il--Pcllution from Ships -- Significant levels of oil pollution
exist throughout the Florida reef tract. Large amounts of this
pollution come from tanker ballast washings in the region. This
oll pollution causes serious tar contamination on windward
beaches, high levels of floating tar in the water and very high
levels of dissolved hydrocarbons in surface waters (Atwood,
1987).

Ship Groundings -- Both immediate and long-term damage can result
from ship groundings. Someé Of these include: direct destruction
of the coral reef by the ship grounding, debris and petroleum
products on the reef, increased sedimentation caused by the
continual rocking of the hull on the reef and large pieces of
debris as the hull gradually breaks up (NOAA, 1986).

Tourism -- Visitors to the reefs are often uninformed about the
fragility of the coral and unknowingly do considerable damage by
grabbing hold of the reefs in order to pull themselves along,
knocking into the coral with flippers, standing on the reefs and
breaking pieces off for souvenirs. Also, boats regularly go
aground and cause anchor damage due to inexperience and lack of
boater education.



184

Anchor Damage -- Coral reefs are often subjected to damage by
ground tackle (anchors, chains and cables) from vessels. Anchor
damage results in scars or drags across the reef. Greenpeace has
been working with the National Marine Sanctuary staff as well as
local community groups to install mooring buoys along the Florida
reef tract to help prevent anchor damage:’

Destructive FPishing Methods -- Corals are being poisoned and
broken into pieces by destructive fishing methods. Chlorine
bleach 1is sometimes poured into holes in reefs to drive out
lobsters and fish 80 they can be more easily caught. The

emplacement and recovery of lobster traps alsc can cause physical
damage to coral, while hook-and-line fishing with monofilament
line can snag and scar reef surfaces {(NOAA, 1988).

Overfishing -- Fish and shellfish have declined around many coral
reefs because of extensive large-scale fishing. The conch and
lobster of a decade ago have all but disappeared.

Dredge and PFill -- Dredging and land-filling operations cause
long-term water turbidity. In the Florida Keys, an analysis of
coral revealed that it had nearly ceased growing during a period
when dredge and fill operations were at thelr peak but regained
normal growth after the dredging operations stopped (Voss, 1988).

Coral disease is an increasing phenomon along the Florida reef
tract. Environmental stress often provides an opportunity for
disease to take hold in a coral community. The following is list
of three different diseases that severely damaged the region's
coral reefs during 1987, 1988 and 1989.

Bleaching -- 1In 1987, a severe outbreak of bleaching disease
struck .reef-building corals throughout the entire Caribbean
region, including the Florida reef tract. Sixty (60) species of
stony and other corals were affected when the photosynthetic
algae 1left the coral heads. The favored explanation for this
coral bleaching epidemic was the unusually long period of high
seawater temperatures in the region. This in turn gave rise to
new concerns about the effects of global warming on tropical
ecosystems (Sullivan, 1989).

white Band Disease -- Parts of the region, reported an increase
in white band disease in 1988. White band disease girdles
corals, primarially the branching varieties, and can kill them.
Scientists do not know what causes it, how fast it spreads, how
long it lasts or how it kills (Sullivan, 1988).

Black Band Disease -- A microfilament blue-green algae is
causing black band disease in corals, and is becoming chronic on
some patch reefs. Black band disease is _particularly well known
for 1its ability to rapidly erode coral cover, especially on the
reef-building c¢orals (Lapointe, 1989). Overnutrification by
sewage and phosphates 1is causing the algae to proliferate
(Tasker, 1989).
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The Environmental Defense Fund, a national non-profit
environmental organization with over 150,000 members has, for
many years, worked on a wide range of issues concerning the
protection of marine ecosystems. At present, these ecosystems
continue to be beset by a threats on local, regional and glcbal
scales. Coral reefs, the most biologically diverse marine
ecosystem, are a case in point, suffering severe degradation
during the last several decades. EDF is paying particular
attention to the coral reefs of South Florida, our nation’s most
important reef tract. The ship groundings on the South Florida
reefs this past November, highlighted the vulnerability of these
iwmportant natural resources. It is important to note, however,
that if legislation is to truly protect this national resource,
other threats to Florida’s reefs must also be addressed.

EDF. staff scientist Dr. Rodney M. Fujita, holding a
doctorate in marine ecology, has conducted research on the
reapdhse of Florida’s coral reefs to nutrient locading and is
currently studying the sources of nutrients to the Florida reef
tract, the impacts of land-based pollution on the reef tract,
and ways to reduce threats to the health of coral reefs. 1In
addition, Fujita, along with other EDF scientists are studying -
the impacts of global climate change on coral reefs, in
particular, the stimulation of coral bleaching by increased
water temperature and other stresses, and the impactes that
widespread bleaching may have on the greenhouse effect. Dr.
Fujita has also personally examined damage to coral reefs in the
Key Largo National Marine Sanctuary due to freighter groundings.

Clearly, ship groundings pose a serious threat to coral
reefs. The proposed legislation focuses on this threat. Damage
from ship groundings, anchor damage, and physical disturbance
from divers and snorkelers causes species composition to change
and, in some cases, allows algae to dominate reefs. This kind
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of damage is very deletericus on time scales of a few years to a
decade or so. In the absence of other stresies, coral reefs can
recover from physical damage. Indeed, Florida’s coral reefs
have been subjected to hurricanes every 6 years or so for the
last 10,000 years up until 1965 (Wells 1988). Until recently,
the reefs have been able to recover from natural and human
induced physical disturbance. It is important to realize,
however, that these recoveries occurred when water quality was
higher than it is today.

Thus, in addition to physical disturbance, Florida‘’s coral
reefs face many stresses, in particular those coming from
degraded water quality that may decrease their ability to
recover from physical disturbance and which, if allowed to
continue, may result in gross alterations or the complete demise
of the reefs. These stresses range from those resulting from
local land use and water management, such as siltation and
nutrient loading, to stresses related to regional and global
environmental problenms.

First, let us consider the local and regional threats.
South Florida is the site of extensive agriculture, with
associated pesticide and nutrient loadings to ground and surface
waters. Recently, pesticide residues have been discovered in
coral tissues several miles offshore in the Florida reef tract
(Skinner and Corcoran 1989) within the boundaries of John
Pennekamp Coral Reef State Park. Although the source of these
pesticides is not yet clear, it seems likely that they
originated in agricultural areas to the north of the Keys.
Insecticides applied on the Keys to render them habitable may
also eventually accumulate in the reefs as well as in
interconnected ecosystems such as seagrass meadows and mangrove
swanps.-
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--Urban centers in South Florida and dense development in the
Keys are likely sources of the increased nutrient levels found
in the waters supporting Florida’s coral reefs (Wells 1988;
Skinner and Corcoran 1989; Lapointe 1989). Hillion; of people
live in coastal areas from Palm Beach to Miami. They discharge
hundreds of millions of gallons of sewage and partially treated
septage to marine waters. Much of this effluent travels south
to the coral reef tract. Coral reefs in South Florida, like
coral reefs around the world, thrive in low-nutrient waters.
Experimental evidence indicates that elevated nutrient loading,
especially of phosphorus, increases the productivity of algae
that are normally kept in check by grazing fishes and ’
invertebrates.

Excessive nutrient loading has led to extensive algal
blooms in Bermuda and to the complete degradation of coral reefs
in Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii. Disturbingly, in the last year, a patch
of branching and soft corals was discovered near Grecian Rocks
in the Key Largo National Marine Sanctuary that is severely
overgrown with filamentous algae. Such lush algal growth does
not occur on pristine reefs and is unusual in the Florida reef
tract. We have enclosed, as Appendix A, a color photograph of
the corals at Grecian Rocks which are overgrown with algae, as
well as a color photograph of healthy corals. It is probably a
result of increased nutrient loading.

No significant tertiary treatment of septage, which would
remove inorganic nutrients, occurs in the Keys region. In
addition, mcst septage in the Keys is treated with septic tanks.
Many studies have shown that the combination of porous carbonate
soils overlying porous fossil reef limestone, the limited
abjility of these soils to remove nutrients, high water tables,
seasonally heavy rainfall, and the proximity of development to
canals and embayments makes the Keys eminently unsuitable for
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septic tanks and results in a large amount of nutrient loading
to adjacent waters. In addition, current plans for a secondary
sevage system for areas in the Keys appear to be inadequata.
The construction of a centralized collection system and
secondary treatment plant will increase the potential for
development and accompanying deleterious environmental impacts
unless measures to restrict capacity are implemented and
strictly enforced. Furthermore, a secondary treatment facility
would do little to reduce nutrient loading to adjacent waters
surrounding Florida’s coral reefs. More appropriate
technologies and management strategies exist and should be fully
explored.

In addition to excessive nutrient and toxin loadings,
Florida’s coral reefs have proven to be susceptible to changes
in temperature. Increased temperature appears to cause corals
to expell their photosynthetic symbiotic algae, decrease their
photosynthetic pigment content, or both. This is termed
“bleaching”. Bleaching greatly reduces the coral’s ability to
secrete limestone skeletal material that is crucial for
protection from predators, production of sediment, and growth of
the reef framework. Three mass bleaching events in coral reefs
around the world have occurred during this decade, the warmest
decade of the century. Florida’s reefs experienced intense
bleaching in 1983, when water temperatures were unusually high.
There are no indications as yet of mass bleaching events before
1979. If increased temperature does induce bleaching, bleaching
events may become more frequent and more intense as global
warming proceeds. Indeed, coral reefs may be the first
ecosystems on earth to show the effects of global warming due to
the greenhouse effect.
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Additionally, siltation from poor land use, dredging, or
offshore drilling also results in bleaching. In all likelihooq,
nutrient loading, siltation, toxin accumulation, physical
disturbance, increased ultraviolet radiation resulting fron
ozone depletion, and increased temperatures interact
synergistically, enhancing the likelihood of bleaching and
perhaps of the coral ana seagrass diseases that have had
devastating impacts on coral reef and seagrass ecosystems
throughout the Caribbean. Stresses imposed on Florida’s reefs
from global warming and ozone depletion are, to a large extent,
beyond local control. These threats should provide further
motivation to reduce local stresses so as to permit coral reefs
to adapt to global changes already in the pipeline.

Clearly, Florida’s coral reefs are threatened by more than
ship groundings. While historically they have recovered from
physical damage, the current degradation of water quality and
other ecological disruptions could doom the reefs. Coral reefs
do not appear to be capable of adapting to high nutrient
loadings, disruption of food webs, or increased temperatures.
Water quality has declined in the region under consideration for
designation as the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary
despite the designation of these waters as "Outstanding Florida
Waters" and the establishment of the Key Largo and Looe Key
Marine Sanctuaries, John Pennekamp State Park, Biscayne National
Park, and the Fort Jefferson Dry Tortugas National Monument.
Obviously, more comprehensive protection, specifically
legislation, that includes not only protection from ship
groundings, but that also provides for protection from
land-based activities that impact water-guality is needed.

It is also possible that atmospheric deposition of nitrate
originating from nitrogen oxide emissions from cars, power
plants, and incinerators could be adversely affecting water
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quality in South Florida. EDF has shown this to be the case in
the Chesapeake Bay (Fisher et al. 1988).

To be effective, the proposed Florida Keys National Marine
Sanctuary legislation should provide for comprehensive
management of water quality in addition to reducing physical
disturbance. The legislation should require the Sanctuary
manager to davelop a comprehensive management plan that could
include the following elements:

1) The development of special water quality criteria for waters
containing coral reefs. Existing marine water quality criteria
do not adequately protect coral reefs from excessive nutrient
loading and other stresses. Water guality criteria are
currently based on the level of pollutant loading or
concentration that results in acute or chronic toxicity to
organisms or some measure of ecosystem degradation. Actions to
reduce pollutant loadings are triggered when these criteria are
exceeded. Thus, ecosystems that are relatively pristine and/or
do not exhibit signs of stress or degradation are allowed to
become polluted to- the point at which they do show these signs.
We know that coral reefs are healthiest when nutrient levels are
undetectable in the water column. We know that Florida’s coral
reefs are already stressed by excessive nutrient loading. We
don’t know how nutrients and other stresses interact to
influence coral reefs. It is unlikely that the capacity of
coral reefs to assimilate nutrients without changes in species
composition and other detrimental effects can be determined
before the reefs are irreversibly damaged. Therefore, it is
important to adopt a policy of risk aversion and require that no
more nutrients from human activities be allowed to accumulate in
sediments, biomass, or the water column. Natural sources of
nutrients from groundwater and surface waters, atmospheric
deposition, advection from deep and offshore waters, and
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nitrogen fixation and natural pool sizes of nutrients'ihould be
quantified using historical data and data from pristine coral
reef systems in the Caribbean. This.could serve as the baseline
“criterion". Actions to reduce nutrient loadings would be
triggered when these natural loadings and.pool sizes are
exceeded. This concept is explained more fully in the essay
entitled "Protecting coral reef ecosystems from pecllution: The
ninimum deviation concept" attached to this testimony;

2) An environmental monitoring program should be established in
the Sanctuary to detect deviations from the pristine baseline
described above and to determine the sources of nutrients, silt,
and toxins so that these loadings can be eliminated. This may
be facilitatetd by the establishment of a Geographical
Information System for the Keys, South Florida, and the reef
tract coupled with a hydrological model and a circulation model.
Remote sensing and tracer studies may also be required;

3) The environmental monitoring program should include routine
temperature, salinity, and ultraviolet radiation measurements to
track the progress of global warming and ozone depletion.
Studies on the interaction betwaen temperature, salinity, uv,.
and other stresses on coral bleaching, as well as on other
metabolic and ecological processes, should also be conducted.
However, actions to decrease known stresses should not depend on
the results of this research. I have attached an outline for an
environmental monitoring and research plan to this testimony,

as Appendix B;

4) Provisions are needed to enhance coordination between -~
federal, state, and local authorities to ensure the protection
of Florida’s coral reefs and adjacent seagrass meadows and
mangrove swvamps. Because land use strongly influences water
quality, this coordination must include land-based activities.
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The need for increased coordination of agencies and for strong
enforcement of regulations designed to protect Florida’s reefs
is obvious in light of the failure, in large measure, of
previous attempts to protect these ecosystems from physical
damage and water quality degradation;

~
_—

5) Finally, adequate funding to support environmental
monitoring, research, and implementation of management
strategies should be authorized in the legislation under
consideration.

We appreciate the work the Subcommittees are doing to
address the need to protect Socuth Florida’s coral reefs and hope
that our comments are helpful in your efforts to protect this
reef tract. These reefs are an invaluable national resource and
support one of the most biologically diverse and beautiful
ecosystems on earth. Moreover, protection of these reefs is
clearly important for the economic vitaltity of the region.
Comprehensive legislation and rigoirous enforcement of
requlations that take into account gll threats to coral reefs,
seagrass meadows, and mangrove swamps, which form an integrated,
interdependent ecological complex, are needed to ensure their
continued existence and viability.

-
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APPENDIX B

AN ENVIROMMENTAL MONITORING AND RESEARCE PLAN
FOR CORAL REEFs

Rodney M. Fujita, Ph.D .
Staff Scientist

Bnvironmental Defense Fund
257 Park Avenue South
New York, New York 10010

(212)505-2100

May 1990

Coral reef ecosystems, including the reefs of south Florida, the United
State’s most important reef tract, are threatened by human activities at
local, raegional, and global scales. Environmental monitoring and research
programs should be designed to detect signs of environmental stress at all of
these scales in advance of widespread mortality or deterioration.

Furthermore, such programs should seek to assign causes to adverse effects and
trigger ameliorative action. The following is an outline of an environmental
research and monitoring program for coral reefs.

1. Land use and atmospheric deposition impacts: eutrophication, siltation, ang
toxins

A. Establish a baseline for atmospheric, surface water, and groundwater
loadings of nutrients, silt, and toxins for reefs thought to be relatively
pristine. Alternatively, develop budgets for these constituents and separate
natural and anthropogenic loadings. Water column concentrations of nutrients,
silt, toxins, and chlorxouphyll should also be measured. Initially, all of
these parameters should be measured as frequently and in as many locations as
possible in order to quantify natural variability which may be important in
structuring the coral reef ecosystem. Later, when temporal and spatial
variability has been characterized, a less intensive sampling regime can be
designed. V_

B. Experimentally determine whether plants and algae are nutrient-limited or

not with the use of short and long term nutrient enrichment studies in which

water turnover rates are ecologically realistic. These studies will indicate
which nutrient should be of special concern.

C. Msasure growth rate, silt content, and toxins in coral cores in order to
determine corrclations between these parameters and detect loadings that
may be missed in the sampling regime.
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D. Monitor nutrient, silt and toxin loading from the atmosphere, surface
waters, and groundwater, and compare to pristine conditions. MNap the reefs
and these sources of nutrients, toxins, and silt on a Geographical Information
System coupled to a hydrological model to determine sources of unusually high
loadings, and use this to trigger efforte to reduce loadings.

B. Monitor carbon (C), nitrogen (N), and phosphorus (P) content of marine
plants and algae and compare to levels in plants and algae from pristine
environmsnts at least once sach season. Low CiN or C:P ratios should trigger
reductions in N and P loadings, respectively.

F. Determine N and P content of marine plants, algae, animals, and sediments
in pristine environments at least 4 times per year (once in each season).

“—“Calculate the total pools of these elements in each ecosystem component.
Accumulation of N or P above seasonal variations will indicate excessive
nutrient loading and should trigger action to reduce nutrient loading. These
nutrients would not be expected to accumulate in the water column due to the
extremely high affinity of coral reef sediments, coral/algal symbioses, and
algae for nutrients. Nitrogen and P could be released from any pool and
result in eutrophication.

G. Conduct experiments to determine how nutrient loading and grazing intensity
interact to control the abundance and productivity of marine plants and algae.
Yor example, excessive algal abundance in an area with low nutrient loading
may be due to a decline in herbivore abundance. This finding should trigger
actions such as restoring habitat, decreasing fishing or other exploitative
pressure, reducing non-native competitors, or re-introducing native species.

- 2. Pathogen monitoring

Fecal coliform, roundworm eggs, and other indicators of human
pathogens should be monitored routinely and be used to trigger improvements in
sewage treatment if standards are exceeded.

3. Global environmental indicators and stresses

A. Water temperature in a variety of habitats (including a range of water
circulation characteristics), current velocities and directions, salinity,
tides, dissolved oxygen, air temperature, rainfall amount and content, wind
velocity and direction, and solar radiation (UV and visible) should be
wmeasured to provide indicators of global warming and ozone depletion._

B. Photographic transects should be established to record changes in species
composition and pigmentation. Changes in pigmentation could be used to
monitor bleaching.

C. Remote sensing technir ses should be developed to allow coverage of large
areas. These techniques should focus on water temperature and pigmentation
changes. Widespread bleaching may be an early indicator of global warming,
since regional and global bleaching events appear to be triggered by
increased water teaperature.
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D. Photosynthetic capacity, respiration rates, and growth rates should be
monitored. Vertical accretion rates should be compared with historical races,
rates in pristine areas, and the rate of sea level rise to determine whether
reefs &xe in danger of become light-limited, abraded, or altered in other ways
48 a result of global -warming-enhanced sea level rise. Measurements of
photosynthetic capacity and respiration rates will be useful in determining
the potential for bleached reefs to emit carbon dioxide, which would enhance
the jreenhouse effect.

E. Research should be conducted on the mechanisms that cause bleaching. The

isolated and 3ynergistic effects of temperature changes, siltation, and
changes in light intensity and/or quality should be investigated.

31-627 0 - 90 - 6
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INTRODUCTION

The following written testimony is submitted by Mark L. Robertson
on behalf of The Nature Conservancy. The Nature Conservancy is

a non-profit, international membership organization committed to
the global preservation of natural divVersity. 1Its mission is to
find, protect, and maintain the best examples of communities,
ecosystems and endangered species in the natural world. Mr.
Robertson is Director-of the Florida Keys Protection Project of
The Nature Conservancy and is a resident and landowner on
Sugarloaf Key in Monroe County, Florida. He holds degrees in
Biology and Environmental Sciences, specializing in Marine
Biology. He has worked in the field of environmental science and
biology in the-Florida Keys for more than 10 years.

The Nature Conservancy is committed to conservation of the
biological diversity and productivity of the coral reefs and
marine ecosystem of the Florida Keys. The Nature Conservancy
endorses designation of the waters of the Florida Ke,s as a
National Marine Sanctuary, as a framework for long-term
management and protection of this nationally significant
resource.

We thank the subcommittees for the opportunity to submit
testimony on this important legislation. The staff of The Nature
Conservancy is available to answer questions or provide further
information at any time.

Oon behalf of The Nature Conservancy , we would also like take
this opportunity to congratulate and thank Representative
Fascell for introducing this important and much-needed
legislation. Mr. Fascell's commitment to conservation has been
translated into tangible results. His numerous accomplishments
in this field include the establishment of the National Key Deer
Refuge, the establishment of Biscayne National Park, and
expansion of Everglades National Park to include the East
Everglades. His interest and concern for the protection of the
coral reefs is evident in this proposed legislation, which is at
the forefront of conservation.

ECOLOGICAL VALUES OF THE FLORIDA KEYS MARINR ECOSYSTEM¢

Stretching for 220 miles from the southern tip of the Florida
peninsula lies the only tropical marine ecosystem in the
continental United States. Included in the unique Florida Keys
marine system are extensive coral reefs, seagrass beds, mangrove
forests, coastal waters, and the myriad plant and animal species
which live within these habitats. Because of their ecological

2
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diversity, the Keys represent the most significant marine
ecosystem in the mainland United States.

This ecosystem is enormous. It encompasses well over 1,100
square miles on the oceanside, extending from Soldier Key just
south of Key Biscayne to the Dry Tortugas, with typically from 3
to 5 miles of shallow waters between the reef and the Keys
shoreline. Another 2,000 square miles of varied agquatic habitat
extends north of the Keys into the Gulf of Mexico and Florida
Bay, including three National Wildlife Refuges and portions of
Everglades National Park.

A distinguishing feature of the ecosystem is its expanse of
shallow waters. The shallow depth (mostly less than 30 feet,
with the reefs extending to a maximum depth of 140 feet) greatly
enhances the productivity .and biological diversity of the waters,
because of the sunlight which fosters aquatic plant and coral
growth. CT

A, The Coral Reef System

Next to a tropical rain forest, a coral reef ecosystem contains a
greater diversity of species than any other ecosystem on earth.
The Florida reef is the only coral reef system in the continental
United States, the largest reef system within the legal
jurisdiction of the United States, and the third largest reef
system in the world.

Two different types of living coral comprise the reef system.
"Patch reefs" lie in shallow nearshore waters, often associated
with seagrass beds and sand banks. '"Bank reefs", which include
the more dramatic¢ coral formations, exist -as- areas of massive
coral growth further seaward, right at the edge of the drop-off
of the continental shelf into the deep waters of the Atlantic.

The Florida reef system contains 63 species and subspecies of
stony corals as well as 42 species of soft corals. Over 400
different fish have been identified within the system, including
schooling fish, such as parrotfish, and larger predators such as
barracuda. Thousands of other species of sea plants and
invertebrate animals are included in the diverse coral reef
ecosystem.

B. The Coastal Waters

The waters off the Florida Keys support an incredibly rich
fisheries resource. The key to a productive nearshore coastal
ma:ine system is the extent and health of its nursery grounds

and food source. In the Keys, the mangrove-fringed shoreline and
extensive seagrass beds provide the breeding and nursery ground

3
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for the fisheries. The enormous extent of seagrasses and
mangroves is the underpinning of the entire system's
productivity: at least 2,000 square miles of seagrasses and 800
square miles of mangroves. —

An estimated 75% of the Keys commercial and sport fish species
are spawned in these shallow water plant communities. Half of
the stone crabs, and nearly all of the spiny lobster in the

United States are harvested in the shallow waters of the Keys..

ECONOMIC VALUES OF THE FLORIDA KEYS MARINE ECOSYSTEM -

The Florida Keys marine ecosystem represents a multi-million
dollar economic resource. Its primary economic values are:

1) Tourism. Over one million divers visit the Florida
Keys each year to view the coral reefs. These divers and other
visitors generate tens of millions of dollars for the local

economy.

2) Commercial fishing. The number two industry in the
Keys, commercial fishing depends upon a healthy marine
environment. The commercial fishing cash crop has been valued at
over a quarter million dollars per day.

3) Sportfishing. The Keys are world-famous for their
angling opportunities, including tarpon and bonefish. Charter
fishing also generates millions of dollars for the local economy
each year, and is dependent upon a productive marine system.

As long as the ecological health of the system is maintained, the
coastal waters can serve as a sustained source of human use and
economic benefit. Conversely, if the quality of the waters or
the habitat is significantly degraded, they will no longer offer
value for man's use, enjoyment, and economic livelihood.

THREATS TO THE MARINE ECOSYSTEM

The threats to the ecological values fall broadly into two._
categories:

1) . Direct, on-site impacts -- primarily to the seagrass
meadows and the coral reefs.

2) 1Indirect, off-site impacts ~-- mostly affecting water
quality, which in turn affects all of the aquatic resources.

.
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A. Current Condition of the Ecosystem

In June 1988, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric

Administration (NOAA) sponsored a Florida Keys coral reef
workshop, gathering over 50 experts on coral reefs (Miller, ed.,
1988). The workshop report concluded that the Florida reef is in
“"gserious trouble."

Scientists have concluded that some of the reef's decline can be
attributed to natural threats such as cold water, hurricanes,
disease, and the coral bleaching that extended throughout the _
Caribbean region. However, the Florida reef has always recovered
and regenerated from these damages.

Now, however, there is increasing evidence which indicates that
excessive nutrients from land run-off and near-shore discharges
may be the principal cause of the reef's decline. The NOAA
report concluded that "the excessive amount of nutrients
invading the Florida reef tract from the Keys and from Florida
Bay is the most serious and widespread problem."

Other well-known adverse impacts on the reef are attributable to

improper boating and diving practices, which have grown with the
increased popularity of the Keys.

B. Direct, On-Site Threats

The areas of living coral represent a tiny fraction of what is
otherwise a large marine ecosystem, but these receive the
greatest pressure from human users because of their outstanding
natural beauty and resources. The living reefs withstand over
one million scuha divers, cnorkelers, boaters, and fishermen each
year.

The most serious on-site threats include:

1) Anchor damage. Diving and fishing boats visiting the
reef may drop their anchors on living coral, thus breaking and
killing part of the coral. Mooring buoys have been installed at
certain reefs to help alleviate this impact.

2) Boat groundings. Vessels of all sizes, from small
outboards to ccean-going freighters, regularly run into the
shallow reefs, causing significant destruction. Three major ship
groundings in the latter part of 1989 caused structural damage to
living coral. 1In Key Largo National Marine Sanctuary alone,
dozens of vessel groundings are reported each year. Rental

5
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boats seem to account for an unusually high number of groundings.
Rescue efforts often compound the damage. N

. 3) Diver damage..: Inexperienced or careless divers often
grab onto, touch, break off, or stand on living corals. This
contact may harm the corals, and is reported as a serious
problem by reef managers, researchers, and divers.

4) Overharvesting of fish. Commercial and sport fishing
may result in the overharvesting of certain species. This
activity could seriously impact.the ecological balance of the
reefs by selectively reméving certain organisms which help
maintain the overall balance of the system. For example, many
fish graze the seaweed which compete with living corals: for
space, and overharvest of the fish may allow the seaweeds to
overgrow the corals.

Similarly, a serious on-site threat for shallow water seagrass
beds is "prop dredging" by boats attempting to travel in water
too shallow for them. As the number of commercial and
recreational boats continually increases, this has become a
serious problem. Seagrasses can take more than ten years to
recolonize prop~dredged areas. In addition, the resuspended
sediments can smother adjacent seagrass meadows and reduce water
clarity. Finally, the prop scars become sites of erosion in
storms and tides, spreading the damage even further into the
grass meadows. Many thousands of acres of seagrasses in the
Florida Keys have been impacted in this way. N

C. -Indirect, Off~Site Threats

The current consensus of scientific opinion is that water
pollution is -the single most serious threat to the long-term
health of the living coral reefs and the entire marine ecosystem,
as described in the 1988 NOAA workshop.

Activities on land can seriously affect the nearby mangroves and
seagrass beds, as well as the living reefs many miles away. The
quality of the offshore water is critically impacted by land use. .
Degraded water quality results in decline and destruction of the
marine resources.

Several elements play a role in determining water quality: .
salinity, temperature, turbidity, toxic pollutants, and nutrient
levels. For the Keys, nature mainly governs salinity and
temperature. However, the last three of these factors can be
affected by human on-shore activity. The adverse impacts of each
are discussed below:
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1) Turbidity. The turbidity of water is a measure of its
clarity in terms of suspended particles. The health of the
seagrass beds and other aquatic plants depends largely on the
penetration of light (which permits photosynthesis). -The shallow
waters of the Keys provide a natural setting for light .
penetration. However, shallow waters are also more susceptible
to clouding. Clouding occurs from dredging, boat traffic, and
sedimentation run-off from on-shore development.

2) Toxic pollutants. Pesticides, herbicides, and other
toxic substances enter the waters of the Keys from a variety . of
sources: agrichemical run-off from the South Florida mainland;
mosquito: control in the Keys; and anti-fouling paints used on
boats. Pesticides have been detected in the water three miles

offshore.

3) Nutrients. Scientists have documented that coral reef
communities in many parts of the world are becoming endangered by
nutrients -~ nitrogen and phosphorous. 1In South Florida,
municipal sewage outfalls, septic tanks, and urban runoff add
nutrients to the local waters either through direct outfalls or
through seepage into groundwater, which easily moves through the
porous bedrock to mix with surface waters.

Excessive nutrients stimulate the growth of microscopic algae
called plankton in the water, which in turn reduce the water ~
transparency. Corals and seagrasses need light to grow and
survive. Reduced water transparency limits and retards coral
growth. Excess nutrient concentrations in the water also alters
the ecological balance between algae and coral, allowing algae to
grow over corals and thus destroy the reef-building organisms.

There is increasing evidence that serious water quality problems
already exist in the Florida Keys. Scientists at John Pennekamp
Coral Reef State Park have found high levels of toxic metals and
organic pesticides in bottom-dwelling organisms and sediments. A
recent survey of water quality by Dr. Brian Lapointe found
widespread evidence of nutrient pollution in nearshore waters.

D. Summary of Threats

Of all the threats to the reef, the most serious, insidious, and
pressing is the degradation of water quality, primarily by
nutrients. On-site threats can be monitored and enforced,
assuming sufficient funding and manpower. Corals can eventually
recover from physical damage (though this process takes hundreds
of years). But there may be no recovery or growth if water
quality is sufficiently degraded. Failure to act promptly to
reduce water pollution may result in the permanent loss of the
coral reefs and much of the seagrass community.

7
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FLORIDA KEYS MARINE SANCTUARY ACT: RECOMMENDATIONS

Designation of the coral reefs and marine ecosystem of the
Florida Keys as a National Marine Sanctuary will provide a much-
needed framework for protection and long-term perpetuation of
this nationally significant resource. It will also provide a
framework within which the threats to the resources can be better
understood and addressed. It will also provide a framework for
perpetuating wise use of the resources, and managing the diverse,
ever-increasing number of users.

The two existing National Marine Sanctuaries (Key Largo and Looe
Key) have an outstanding record in management of the "on-site"
threats to the coral reefs. Their programs include mooring buoys
to reduce anchor damage, diver education, law enforcement, )
restriction of incompatible uses such as collecting, and vigorous
enforcement following ship groundings.

In addition, the existing Sanctuaries have stimulated critical
scientific research to better understand the resources and
threats such as water quality, despite a research budget that has
been woefully inadequate. This is one area where new legislation
could improve upon the existing situation.

New legislation can be a significant improvement by drawing upon
what has been learned frcom the experiences of the two existing

_ Sanctuaries in the Florida Keys. Lessons can also be learned
from special designations of other coral reef ecosystems, such as
the Great Barrier Reef in Australia and reefs in Caribbean
countries.

The Nature Conser-ancy supports designation of the waters of the
Florida Keys as a National Marine Sanctuary. Mr. Fascells' bill
(HR 3719) would be a significant achievement if adopted as
currently written, and we thank Mr. Fascell for introducing it.
Furthermore, in order to ensure that the complex threats to this
nationally-significant resource are adequately addressed, we
would like to recommend the following additions to the proposed
legislation:

(1) Boundaries. The boundaries of the Sanctuary must

- recognize that the coral reefs are part of a larger marine
ecosystem, all parts of which are interdependent. 1In
particular, the shallow-water seagrass beds, algal flats and
mangrove forests are critical to the overall productivity of
the ecosystem. Therefore, we recommend that the boundaries
be drawn to include the waters around the Florida Keys and
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extending to the-Gulf of Mexico side of the Keys to a
sufficient distance to protect the seagrasses. Seaward of
the reefs, the Sanctuary boundaries should extend to at
least the 600 foot depth contour. Maps with specific
boundary recommendations will be submitted to the

committee.

(2) Com rehensive Management Plan. The key to the long-term
success of the Sanctuary will be a Management Plan which is
comprehensive, holistic, and designed to assure the long-
term perpetuation of the resources and their wise use.

while the proposed legislation should not pre~judge the
management plan, it should identify the critical factors
that must be addressed, based on the nature of the resource,
its uses, and the threats. The plan must be developed with
extensive public input, and be subject to Congressional
review. The legislation should mandate that the Management

Plan include the following:

(a) Water Quality: Strategies to identify, prevent and
mitigate existing or future-.sources of point and non-
point water pollution should be developed.

(b) Incompatible Uses: The Plan must identify those
uses which are incompatible with long-term perpetuation
of. the Sanctuary's resources, and prohibit them.

(c¢) Management of Compatible Uses: Uses of the
Sanctuary which are compatible with long-term health of
the resources shculd be identified and encouraged.
Management of these uses should include consideration
of temporal or spatial "zoning", as used in the Great
Barrier Reef management plan, to ensure perpetuation of
the Sanctuary's resources.

(d) Threats: Threats to the Sanctuary's resources,
originating both with and outside the boundaries,
should be identified; strategies to address or mitigate
these threats should be developed.

(e) Interagency Coordination: There are currently
twenty state or Federal managed areas in the vicinity
of the Florida Keys. Coordination of the actions and
plans of these agencies is critical. Strategies must
be developed to ensure coordination between Sanctuary
managers and other state and Federal agencies which
manage lands and waters in the vicinity of the
Sanctuary.

(£) Scientific Research and Monitoring: Scientific
data must be the foundation of resource management
decisions. Currently, there is not sufficient )
information for resource managers. The Management Plan
must identify research needs and develop a long-term
ecological monitoring program.

9




167

Testimony of Mark L. Robertson, The Nature Conservancy: HR 3719.

{(3) Punding. Wwithout adequate funding, the Sanctuary will
simply be unable to carry cut its function - it will just be
a "paper park". Funding mechanisms can be part of the
Management Plan. In addition, the Sanctuary managers should
consider using their existing authority to require licenses
of commercial operators within the Sanctuary, as well as
other fees from users who stand to benefit from management
and protection.of the resources. Any funds derived from
these sources should be set aside solely for use in the
Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary.

The legislation should also specify that any civil penalties
or damages collected for incidents within the Sanctuary
should be set aside solely for use in the Florida Keys
National Marine Sanctuary.

(4) Prohibition on Mineral and Hydrocarbon Exploitation.
Within the boundary of the Sanctuary there should be a
prohibition on exploration or development of minerals or
hydrocarbons. The renewable, living resources of this
ecosystem are simply too valuable, both ecologically and

economically, to be jeopardized by these activities.

(S) Commercial Vessel Traffic. Appropriate regulations
should be placed on commercial vessel traffic within the
Sanctuary, in order to minimize disastrous vessel
groundings, while still accommodating reasonable access.
The legislation should specify that no vessels, commercial
or recreational, may be operated within the Sanctuary in a
manner that adversely impacts the resources of the
Sanctuary.

{6) Federal Coordination and Review. A number of Federal
agencles have programs which affect the marine ecosystem of
the Florida Keys. The proposed legislation should include a
provision requiring these agencies to consult with the
Sanctuary managers on the impacts of their decisions.

In closing, we would like to repeat our support for Mr. Fascell's
initiative (HR 3719). We appreciate the opportunity to submit
testimony to the subcommittee, and staff of The Nature
Conservancy is available to provide further information as

required.

10
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Written Testimony ong.l. 3719 By
A Bill to Establish the Florida Keys Natiomsl ——
Marine Sanctuary

Submitted by Clay E. Porch
(for myself and the Florida Marine Life Association)

Thank you for allowing me this opportunity to express my views
on the proposed Florida Keys Marine Sanctuary. I -hold a Master's
degree in fishery stock assessment and management and am presently
a Ph.D. candidate at the University of Miami (Flcrida). I am also
a licensed commercial fisherman and the co-chair of the Florida
Marine Life Association (a coalition of fishermen specializing in
the live-capture and sale of aquarium fish and invertebrates).
Speaking as a sodentist, 1 am concerned with the future
ramifications of the proposed sanctuary on who coes what kind of
research. As a fisherman, and a fisheries biologist, I am even

more concerned with how the resources will be managed. In what
follows I will briefly discuss what I perceive to be important
shortcomings of the proposed sanctuary. It will become apparent

that I am not directly condemning the idea of a multiple-use
sanctuary, however the precedents set by the current sanctuaries
are, to me, very discouraging. L

(1) Research Opportunities. Current regulations for the Looe
Key National Marine Sanctuary place a great deal of responsibility
with the sanctuary manager, including the ability to advise the
sanctuary programs division as to which research projects should be
permitted. As far as I can ascertain, there is no formal mechanisﬁ
for appealing a negative recommendation by the sanctuary manager
(who may or may not be qualified to Jjudge the merit of any given
research project or even to select an appropriate panel or
reviewvers). If the proposed sanctuary were to follow this
precedent it is possible that reasonable projects could be denied
permits, which means the investigators could not conduct their work
anywhere seaward of the Florida Keys! Some form of appeals board
that .is independent of ‘the sanctuary program would seem highly
desirable. Another difficulty involves timing- to secure funding
from sources outside the sanctuary program, an investigator will
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likely have to prove he or she can secure permission to conduct the
research first. This means ' he or ‘she would need the .sanctuary
prog.am to approve the project before the deadline for apﬁlications
specified by the source he is seeking the grant from, but well in
advance of the time the actual research will be carried out. 1In
the past, investigators could often avoid the red tape by working
outside the sanctuaries. : :

(2) Management. Primarily I am concerned here with .the
regulation of the aquarium fish and invertebrate industry, which,
according to industry estimates, 1s worth between ten and fifteen
million dollars to the commercial fishermen alone (not including
associated supply industries and the recreational component).
While this sum is certainly negligible compared to the GNP, it does
reveal that several hundred individuals rely heavily on this
fishery. Furthermore, this fishery allows the general U.S.
populace, most of whom will never get to see our beautiful reefs, a
chance to see some of our fascinating marine life first hand and
perhaps even to take a little bit home with them. The educational
benefits alone are worth considering, and many marine scientists
(myself included) were first inspired by their enjoyment of the

.agquarium hobby.

In his 1976 review of the aquarium hobby (pp.'s 83-86 in the
Proceedings of the Gulf and Caribbean Fisheries Institute), the
eminent marine biologist Dr. C. Richard Robins wrote "Regulation is
required only where there are direct conflicts between this fishery
and other recreational uses such as nature trails and underwater
photography. Except for such areas, there is no a priori basis for
excluding this fishery from state and national parks and monuments
or reserves." Currently over 538 square miles of the Florida Keys
reef tract is closed to this fishery, which is more than half of
the total area of the proposéd sanctuary. The great bulk of the
non-consunmptive users visit only a handful of the more spectacular
reefs within these parks and sanctuaries, yet the entire area was
closed to harvest. None of the management drafts for any of the
five major parks and sanctuaries in the region give a sound
argument for eliminating the harvest from such a broad area. In
fact, the U.S. Dept. of Commerce draft environmental impact
statement for the Looce Key National Marine Sanctuary (published in
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1980) gave as the preferred alternative "Restrict t:opiéil specimen
collecting to collectors with NOAA permits...” Still, the final
rule, ad&bted in 1981, prohibited all commercial and recreational -
collection. Fortunately, at the .time, the  interests supporting
commercial and recreational food fisheries had enough influence to
avold the -same fate.

_ To summarize, I ua very concerned that fishermen, and
aquarium fishermen in particular, are becoming the proverbial
whipping boy of the poorly informed. Habitat degradation, and not
exploitation of the resources residing within the habitat, is the
most serious problem facing our reefs in the Florida Keys. While
the stated goals of the sanctuary program are admirable, the
reality is that a sanctuary can do little but pay lip service to
the insidious threats of pollution and nutrient enrichment that
plague the reefs. That is an upland problem. What it can do is
reduce ship groundings by diverting traffic further offshore;
however, mechanisms already exist to divert shipping lanes and so,
in this sense, a sanctuary might be superfluous. Moreover, -it is
already against the law to anchor or otherwise damage corals: Is
designating an area as a sanctuary the only way sufficient funds
can be obtained to enforce the law?

Finally, all that I have written relates to the specific
regulations by which the proposed sanctuary will be managed, which
is not a direct condemnation of the bills before you nor of the
idea of a sanctuary. It can be argued, and often is, that the new
management plan can be adjusted to accommodate these concerns.
However, given the precedents set by the Looe Key and Key Largo
National Sanctuaries, what is our assurance that it will be s0?
The bills submitted by Senator Graham and Congressman Fascell do
not guarantee it.

Thank you for taking my testimony. - ~
Sincgrely;é; // /
A
Clay Porch
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Russell D. lan, Esquire
. . 110 Lake Emerald Drive, ?t. 110
oulam; Park, llo: la 33309 .

May 17, 1990

The Honorable Dennis M. Hextel
Oceanography and Great Lakes
Subcommittee

c/o Nr. William Ashworth
House Annex II, Room 532
Washington, D.C. 20512

Re: Preliminary Hearing on CanresniAn Dante Fascell'’s
Proposed Bill to Establish the Florida Keys National

Marine Sanctuary (HR3119)
Dear Chairman:

I am writing on behalf of the Florida Marine Aquarium Society
(the "Society"). Mr. Ashworth of your office advised me that the
committee could not extend, to my organization, an invitation to
attend and.testify at the preliminary hearing held May 10, 1990 at
2:00 p.m., regarding Congressman Dante Fascell’'s proposed bill to
establish the Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary (HR3119). Nr.
Ashworth did ask and suggest that we submit our comments in writing
to the Committee. The Society wholehearted supports the bill’s
main purpose, to prohibit vessels from damaging the fragile coral
reefs of the Plorida Keys. The Society is concerned, however, that
- one of the bills ancillary purposes, the establishment of a marine
sanctuary throughout the Florida Keys, would prohibit its club
members from collecting fish and other organisms for their home
aquaria. The Society’s concerns and suggestions were well
presented by its President and immediate Past President in their
1etter1to egonqreuun Fascell dated Maxch 8, 1990, a copy of which
is enclosed.

We apprecidte the opportunity to respond to any questions from
your office concerning the proposed marine sanctuary areas.

Sincerely, )

N

/o

Russpif D. Xaplan, on behalf of

the /Florida ine Aquarium Society
RDK8/klo ‘ .

asmiscdocs.44
Bnc.

-




b -

162

~

Florida Marine Aquarium Society

MUSEUM OF SCIENCE @ 3280 SOUTH M AVENUE @ MIAM|

March 8, 1990

.

Honorable Congressman Dante Fascell
2354 Rayburn House Office Building .
Washington, D.C. 2051§~

Re: Creation of the Florida Xeys Rational Marine 5an:tuary

Dear Congremsman Pascell: L

This letter is written in response to requests from your
office for comments goncerning your proposed bill H.R. 3719.
That proposal seeks to create a federal sanctuary out of the
Plorida Keye reef tract arxea. .

- The Florida Marine Aquarium Soclety (*Soclety®) is a —-

not-for-profit Florida corporation and an affiliate of the Museunm
of Science in Miami, Ploxida. The Scciety was formed in 1935 and T
since that time has worked to educate its members and the general
public in the maintenance of saltwater aguariums and the
collection of marine fish and other organisms. Bach ysar, the
Society hosts a saltwater aquarium show at the Museum of Science
to aeducate and entertain the general public. The show is a
fund-raiser for both the Museum and the Soclety. Last ysar, over
6,000 people attended the show.

The main purpose of the proposed legislation, to prohibit

vessels from damaging the fragile coral reefs of the PFlorida

Keys, is an excellant purpose and we support your goals in that
nature. The damage t0 the fragile coral reefs caused by ship
groundings is a tesrible loss to the marine environment and to
the people that seek to enjoy the beauty of the reef system.

We have one concern that we would like focus on in this
letter. Fox years, our members and other members of the general
public havae enjoyed the ability to colldct their own fish and
othur organisms for home aquaria throughout the Florida Keys.

* Cuxreatly, such collecting is prohibited in Pennenkamp Park, the

Key :axgo Nitional Marine Sanctuary, the Looe Kay Marine
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Honorablé Congressman Dante Fascell
March 8, 1990 T
Page 2

Sanctuarg, and around the Dry Tortugas. Our members are
concerned that if a national sanctua is imposed upon the entire
Florida Keys reef tract, then collect ng of small fish and other
oxganisms for home aquaria will be prohibited as it currently is
in thpse othexr areas.

Your proposed legislation does not address tho issue of the
uses that will be pexmitted in the new marine sanctuary area. In
speaking with ¥our office and with others knowledgeable of the
proposed legislation, it appears that a final set of regulations
concerning consumptive and non-consumptive uses within this
proposed sanctuary has not bean finally determined. Perhaps
there will be no regulation of recreational activities with the
new sanctuary. If there is, however, we hope that you will
consider creating areas within the new sanctuary that will permit
the recreational collection of fish and other organisms for home
marine aquariums. Creating such a -¥|cum night involve the
recognition of “zones" along the reef tract area. The various
zones would include areas where collecting fish and othar
organisms, hook and line fishing, lobstering, spear fishing,
etc., might be permitted and other zones where it would not be
permitted. We understand that the Great Barrier Raef off of
Austrxalia is managedaalong this t of theory. Creating these
"zones" should not affect your goal of establishing limits in
which large vessels could not pass but would permit the historic
use of the reef and non-reef areas by various recreational
interests including those of us who collect fish and other
organisms for our home aguariums.

Perhaps the fisheries management within the new sanctuary
could come under the jurisdiction of the South Atlantic or Gulf
Coast Fishery Management Council (federal waters) and the Florida
Marine Pishoriesn Commission (state waters). These agencies could
be charged with the tasks of identifying the various zones and
establishing the appropriate regulations within those variocus
zones,

Alternatively, if restrictions are placed on collecting,

. please consider establishing a permit process. Such_a procees
would create a system whereby recreational collectorxs could .
obtain a permit to collect in the sanctuary. This could have the
benefit of providing a source of information about use and demand
on the rxesources for managament purposes.

We would enjoy the opportunity to discuss these with you
further and answer any additional quaestidns you or your office
may have about persons that collect marine fish and other '
organisme for their own recreational use. We appraciate the

31-627 0 - 90 - 7
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- Honoxable Congressman Dante Fascell
‘Maxch 8, 1990
Page 3 .

ogpo:tunity to xespond to questions from your office concerning
the proposed marine sanctuary areas.

vérY’truly yours,

n}a“ﬂ‘/' )

t uld, President

| ' C N. T Tejhi ate
' Past President

/

rmb33l4s 7
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Prescrvation of Our Right As Lndividuals To Discovesy And Exploration

May 21, 1990

Mr. 8111 Ashworth

Subcommittee on Oceanography and Great Lakes
House Annex |1 .

Room 332 :
Washington, D. C. 20515-6230

Dear Mr. Ashworth:

It was a pleasure meeting with you following my testimony before
the Subcommittee on May 10.

Upon my return to the Florida Keys, | have come across the enclosed
article which lends additional support to my testimony that Marine
Sanctuary programs cannot solve the problem of the dying reefs.
Could you please enter this article as an attachment to support my
testimony and distribute it to the appropriate Subcommittee
members?

Should you or the Committee require any additional information,
please do not hesitate to contact me. '

Best regards,

7

Pat Yananton
Microbiologist
Environmental Committee
PRIDE Board of Directors

PY/s
Enclosure
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Algae Attack Florida Keys Reef System

By Betse Gombart

roundings are not the only threat to the reel

system 1n the Flonda Keys Currenily parts of

the reef are being threatened by hairls algae
thet bwlogists beleve s (ceding on poliution and
smothering the reefl

According to John Halas, sanctuary beologist for Key
Largn Manne Sanctuary, there is an area aliecled just
outaide the sanctuary A secuon of plongated reef near
the inshore boundary of the sancluary and about three
and a hall to four miles from shore has aigae blooms
The algae was (irst nuliced around the meddle ol
August [ast year

"The algae 1s affecting the soft coral. the gorgomans
and sea fans,” says Halas and has atlached isedf to
the colomes and enveloped them Subsequent visita-
ons show that the algae shuts off the light and puls a
bianket over them. but it hasn't alfected the hard
coral*

Bran E Lapointe, director of marine consérvation at
the Marathon-based Florida Keys Land and Sea Trust.
and alsc a scentist at the ilarbor Branch Oceanc
graphic Institution has been studying the algae and
taking sampiles of the water

According to Lapointe, he has just completed an
independent comprehensive waler qualily survey.
funded by a grant by the John D and Catherine T
MacArthur Foundation Conducted in August and Sep
tember of last year, the survey employed 15 different
siles i the middle and lower Flonda Keys Laponte
estimales (hat the near-shore siles are subject lo a
number of impacts {rom sepiic lanks (0 sewage
entering the marine environment

~The bottom line was that we found that all the near
shore sites around developed residential hames. as well
as the Flonda Bays area. showed very mignificant
nutrient  ennchment — elevated concentrations of
nmirsgen and phosphorus,” says Lapointe "The siles
that were eanched aiso showed lower dissolved oxygen
10 the water ™

Lapownte says that essentially the sigae 15 one result
of what he calls cultural eutrophication, or an

increased nutrient loading to waters that results n a |

series of symplomalic changes in a body of water
Other changes include a trend towards increased
lurbedity in the water. or water that is less clear,
decreased dusolved oxygen. noxious odors. and an
overall increase 1n biological diversities of these
watery

*That last point 15 particularly germane (o the
wadters in the Florida Keys because the organising, the
tremendous biolic diversity of our waters — particu-
larly the bank reefs — is due lo evolution of these
corals '’ says Lapointe

The reefs are adapted to low nuinent conditions,
according to Lapointe He says the sewage runol{ and
septic tanks and trealment plants, combined with other
sources of nutrients such as fertilizers, seep into the
groundwater From there they travel into the near-
shore environments, increasing the nutrwent loading to
these waters Lapointe hypothesizes that the process

weeds — meymuvtry(lub\lmqamwm
says Lapointe ““As the nutnienis come oul in the water
(rom gr seepage or . we'te goung to
see more and more ) nl blooms of this nature
where the fast growing algae can lierally grow over
and smolher the coruls which grow very slowly ™

Lapoinie says actioa s needed now He suggests
better wasie water (reatment. a review of agricuitural
practices and the development of what he calls BMPs,
or best nunagemenl practices, that will deal with the

point source p from South Flor-
wia agricultural areas as well as other land uses These
are longterm solutions, bl Lapounie deesn't think
anything can happen faster than thal

“These walers have nol become polluted overnight,
we re talking decades — the last lwo decades — and
the water quality has only really begun lo be degraded
recently. in the iss five (o 10 years,” says Lapointe

He believes il's not going to disappear overnight
either because the pollutants are n the groundwater.
which moves very slowly

“However, remedial action should begin now,
because we are al a point that we can arrest lnd
decrease the nutrent loading 1o our nearshore waters.””
says Lapointe “Then I think dver ume — we're
talking [ive to 10 years — il we Alart arresting it now.
we will see positive effects as the waters cleanse
themselves

Another problem 15 (hat the groundwaler lmudu
this reel couid be coming [rom an area (wo or three
miles away Lapoinle says sewage can migrale aod.
being less deme, it has a tendency (o rise as it
migrales 30 il could move a mile, two or three miles
laterally before 3t comes up to the surface So it 18
more difficult to determine the source

Lapointe 13 now trying to get money from (he
Nauonal Manne Sanctuary Program (NMSP) lo do
more extensive (ests (o determine the source. Two
main test projects are planned Fiursi, permanent
transects (or study sites along a hne) are put out
across the reef to follow the ime course of the algae to
describe what ha,

The socond test would be to put down some enclo-
sures over the boltom to compare an affected reefl with
another reefl site without the algae This i 1o try lo
detect elevated nuirients coming into the environment
through the sediments and would test the hypothess
about nutrient earschment from ler

I would lke to point oul that [ fee! that (he
sancturary program has been very slow to react to my

. request for funding on this, this 13 a very serious

problem.” he says

John Halas 15 quick to agree that the algae problem
13 very serious. but pomu oul that the sncrease 1n boat
ground, and ship and the C
mandate requining a nudy of the boundaries are also
wnportant  Both Halas and Ralph Lopez. regional
manager for the Gulf and Canbbean region, NMSP,
agree that more exlensive testing 15 needed, but the
money 1s Just not available at this ime

Loper adds that no official request for money has
been made, to his knowledge, by Laponte but that it

has been by a large gr

that occurred dunng a heavy ramiall lastjAugust. days
belore the aljae was noliced growing over those corals

The reason the algae are beginning to proliferale
that «s these nultnenis build up, the aigae are ke

was d ed “informally,” and it s simply a question

{ have been
kept busy trying lo take ure of several other
events For Halas says Congress

st e 1

Aigae — Green strands choke a sea fan n
wator oft Key Largo

has d the p dth' y bounds-
rics, bul hasn't dds y o
do the study ch«llmmmllmam"mmohve
kept sancluary personnel bus:

Halas says finding (he mnponr for the extra work
is difficult Personnel for the sanctuary, which at thus
time covers 100 square miles, consists of 4 manager.
secretary, four
officers, (wo bialogsts, Mummkdm&hnmfw
the six boats |

[GET SOMED ' nAl'

(Diving & Ad
aboard the DIVER'S I)RF.AM SHIPS

K urs in twer of the world’s fin emunt destinginms

‘ BEL’ZE Dave, Dive. Dyve

Bamer Reet and offshore iolls

00 Isiands 10 E
BAHAMAS 100 lstsndh 10 Explore ‘

Special Expeditiom
IV'-I.-"I-H o Lanadks seinde na—.
A Newl Waisun s Undersoa Advenies Aljvisy
(800) 433-7261 / (395) S43-1711 ‘
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Washingion, D.C. 20893-0001

US Department umodsmo:OowGum Statf Symbol:
‘ Ymbol G_cC/104
of Transportation Phone: 366-—428{)
United States --
Coast Guard 5730

JN 20 880

The Honorable Dennis M. Hertel

Chairman, Subcommittee on Oceanography and Great Lakes
Comnitte on Merchant Marine and Fisheries

House of Representatives )

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Hertel:

The attached Questions and Answers for the Record of the House
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, Subcommittee on
Oceanography and Great Lakes are provided pursuant to the hearing
on 10 May 1990, concerning the Florida Keys National Marine
Sanctuary Act of 1990, per your request. All responses have been
reviewed and approved, as required by the Department of
Transportation and the Office of Management and Budget.

Please do not hesitate to call if I can provide further
assistance.

Sincerely,

By direction of the Commandant

Enclosure: (1) Qs and As for Congressman Hertel, 1-5

Copy: (1) Minority Staff Lawrence G. Flick
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G-NSR
May 18, 1990

CONGRESSMAN DENNIS M. HERTBL QUBSTIONS

WITH COAST GUARD ANSWERS: Ol

gggkg?AOKBYS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY ACT OF 1990 HEARING:
10/9

QUESTION. WHAT IS THE TIMEFRAME POR ACTION BY THE
INTERNATIONAL MARITIME ORGANIZATION TO ACT ON YOUR PROPOSAL TO
DESIGNATE THE AREA AS ONE TO BE AVOIDED BY .COMMBRCIAL TRAFFIC?

Answer. Our proposal, mailed to the International Msritime
Organization (IMO) on April 22, 1950, will be considered by IMO's
Subcommittee on Safety of Navigation (SUBNAV) at their September
1990 meeting in London. A Coast Guard delegation will be present
to discuss the propossl. 1f approved by SUBNAV, the proposal
wlll be forwarded to the Maritime Safety Committee (MSC)
reconnending adoption at MSC's May 1991 meeting. If adopted, the
area to be avoided could be implemented six months later. The
six month lapse ies an IMO requirement to allow time for
hydrographers worldwide to update charts to show the area when it
becomes effective.
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G-NSR
May 18, 1990

CONGRESSMAN DENN1IS M. HERTEL QUBSTIONS ) ’ '  ;

WITH COAST GUARD ANSWERS: 02 -
gg?RSDSOKBYS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY ACT OF 1990 HEARING:’

- 10/ -

QUESTION. WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 'YOUR PROPOSAL.TO THE ‘
IMO AND HR 3719 IN THE TBERMS OF PROTECTION FOR THE FLORIDA KEYS?

Answer. The intent’ of both our propodsal”and the bill is to
protect the coral reefs off the Florida Keys from damage caused
by poliution or impact as a rdsult of vessel groundings. There
are some key differences, however.

1. Our proposal is voluntary, relying on prudent mariners to
observe an internationally sanctioned area to be avoided. The
bili provides civil penalties and subjecta violators to seizure
and forfeiture. However, if accepted, the rules and standards
agsociated with our proposal would be disseminated
internationally by the IMO, thereby making it more likely that
vessels will actually avoid the special area.

2. Our proposal is targeted to those vessels most likely to
cause damage to the reef, i.e. vessels carrying oil and hazardous
materials and all vessels over 50 meters in length. The bill
applies to all vessels in the trade of carrying cargo or
servicing offshore installations without regard to size.

3. Our proposal provides for continued essential local
traffic through Hawk Channel as well as access tO necessary
anchorage areas near the Port of Key West. The sanctuary
boundaries proposed in H.R. 3719 are very broad and do not . _
address local needs.
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- CONGRESSMAN DENNIS M. HERTEL QUESTIONS
WITH COAST GUARD ANSWERS: 03

g&?ngaAOKBYS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY ACT OF 1990 HBARING.
$/10/9

- "QUESTION. HOW WILL YOUR PROPOSAL TO THE IMO AND/OR THE
PROTECTIONS IN HR 3719 AFFECT RECREATIONAL BOATERS?

Answer. Most recreational boaters will not be affected by the
ares to be avoided biecause ths vast majority of recreational
bcats are smaller than 50 meters, and 4o not carry cargo or
service offghore instsllations.
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G-NSR
May 18, 1990

CONGRESSMAN DENNIS M. HERTEL QUESTIONS
WITH COAST GUARD ANSWERS: 04 o
FLORIDA KEYS NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY ACT OF 1990 HEARING: -- .

—.__05/10/90 .

QUESTION. WHAT IS THE COST AND VIABILITY OF IMPLEMENTING. A
VESSEL TRAFFIC SYSTEM (VTS) IN THE FLORIDA KEYS?

_.Answer. Vessel traffic servicee (VTSs) are designed for
specific areas such as the approaches to major ports and harbors..
The Florida Keys extend approximately 160 miles. It would be
expengive to install a network of radar systems to monitor
traffic in this entire area. Most VTS radar installations cover
an area less than 20 miles. Furtheruore, adoption of the area to
be avoided will keep vessels over 50 meters in length five miles
off the reef.

—,
'
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G-NSR -
May 18, 1990

CONGRESSMAN DENNIS M. HERTEL QUESTIONS A

WITH COAST GUARD ANSWERS: 05

gbORé?;okBYs NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY ACT OF 1990 HBARING.
$/1

QUESTION. HOW CAN YOU REGULATE SPECIAL TRAFFIC LANES TO
‘PROTECT THE KEY.S?7

Answver. The Coast Guard is conducting a study to determine
if other vessel routing measures, such as traffic separation
achemes (TSSs), are needed off the Florida coasts.  If routing
measures are recommended by the study, domestic rulemaking will
be initiated and a proposal sublittod to IMO for international
approval.
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A Private Nen-Profit
ﬂhunn-d?hnudulhttcud of the kahkhf

May 30, 1980

Dennis M. Hertel, Chajirman
Subcommittee on 0ceanography & Great Lakes

QGerry E. Studds, Chairman !
Subcommittee on Fisheries & the Environment

U.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fishieries
Room 1334, Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515--6230

Dear Chairmen Hertel and Studds:

Thank you for the opportunity to offer testimony on H.R. 3719 the
"Florida Keys Marine Sanctuary Act of 1990" and the additional
opportunity to reply to additional concerns of the subcommittees.

Enclogeh afe my replies to the questions posed in your letter of

May 15, 1990.

"We are currently working with other members of the Coral I .

Coalition to present to you additional information addressing a re-

write of the bill, which should reach you shortly.

‘Thank you for your leadership in this important legislation.

Together, we can save the living coral reef.

enclosure as per above

Mailing Address: 1223 Royal Street, Key West, Florida 33040

Center: 201 William Street, Key West, Flovida 33040

Telephone (305) 294-3100 / FAX (305) 296-0609

£
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REPLY OF CRAIG QUIROLO, REERF RELIEF TO SUBCOHIfTEE QbERiES:

‘1. In your ieatimoni.you cite water quality degradation from septic tanks and
fertilizer runoff aé a major cause of reef damage. The National Marine
Sanctuary program is limited to aquatic environments. Hoﬁ will designation

prevent or control pollution from land-based sources?

The water quality problem in the Florida Keys is the result of the rapid growth
that all of South Florida has experienced over the past fifteen years. Non-
compliance to the Clean Waters Act by state and federal permitting agencies
during the ongoing rapid build out in the Florida Keys has allowed this resort
vacationland, visited by millions annually, to be destroyed. Yet our

surroundings are the very thing on which the tourist industry relies.

The establishment of a National Marine Sanctuary should include in its
provisions an ongoing water quality monitoring program throughout the - -
designated arsa. With scientific evidence establishing the presence of
pollutants harming the coral reef, more cound be done to eliminate their
presence. The task of the Marine Sanctuary program should be to monitor and
provide scientific data on water quelity, and whether it is improving or
deteriorating. It should be up to the agencies that are already establisheed
to use the scientific data to determine how and where to begin the elimination
process. No one agency will get a handle on saving the living coral veaf of

the Florida Keys. It is a task for virtually everyons.
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Page Two, REPLY OF CRAIG QUIROLO, REEF RELIEF
Visitors to the 1iving coral reefs should be provided with information on how _ _

‘they can do their part to save this beautiful resource. Residents can learn

what they ocan do to reduce pollution to nearshore waters. EDUCATION plays an

important part in saving the reefs. The marine sanctuary program provides

excellent public educational programs which should be increased to all reef

users throughout Monroe County. . .

2. Mr. Quirolo, you place little faith in the County Commission with regards
to protection of the reef, yet & management plan should encompass as many
concerns as possible. Is it possible for this to happen, or do you believe

that any effort with the involvement of the county is futile?

The County Commission is just as much to blame for the water quality problem as
are the state and federal permitting agencies that allowed the rapid buildout
of the Florida Keys before basic infregastructure needs were established. Now
sewage. solid waste, water and energy needs are inefficient, resulting in rapid
water quality degradation. The County Commission has its hands fall dealing
with the land-based pollution and should "do their part” by addressing those

demands.

The County must come to grips withh the fact that they will be spendiug nsarly

* ten million dollars on attrasting tourists to the Florida Keys snd that somehow

all those millions upon millions' of visizors to the living coral reef nust be

monaged.
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Page Three., REPLY OF CRAIG QUIROLO, REEF RELIEF

With ihe population of the Keys almost doubling by the year 2000, there should
be a limit oa the amcunt of conmercial reef traffic allowed. REEF RELIEF is
already responding to many phone calls and gripes from private citizens that
there mooring buoys are unavajlable for use because they are all taken up by

the commercial fleet.
—

The county will possibly act in harmony with the Sanctluary program as long as
commaercial fishermen do aot lose their traditional fishing grounds. If the
Marine Sanctuary program focused on the core zones of the resfs, implementiug

Sanctuary regulations there and allowing consumptive activities to take place

elsewhere, the nounty might be more inclined to cooperate.

Until the county gets a handle on the land-based problems sffecting the
environment, they should not be expected to contribute much to the aqugtic
program. It is an unfortunate situation and the current county commission
should not be held totally responsible for the lack of infrastructure as the
Federal Corps of Eugineers has aided by permitting much of the development.

3. How would the costs for your proposed county-wide educativnal safety
program be met, given the budgetary concerns regarding the size of the proposed

sanctuary?

//
h
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fage Foar. REPLY GF CRAIG QUIROLD, REEF RELIEF

El

1f REEF RELIEF hzd the financisl capability, we cuold iaitisle: w ztudy ik&t
would tell yon eiactly how wuch morney is generaied feem the resfys azar Kay
West., A hesd count wonld reoveal thst hundreds of trovian.s of persons visitu
the reef sanaslly. I have already discussed the need for a limited entry
program for commerecial users of the resf ss therve is quite obvisusly z linit as
to how many people zan be swinming on the reef at any given time. There ave

days when well over one handred persons sre in the water st the same vtime.

To understand the amount of roevenue geasrated by thie rescurce aad to weigh how
vary lLittle is actually re<uraned to the resource is to see a very huge
inardequacy-- the reet getting the short end of the stick. Limited commerc:xl
entry to reetf users iu the dive/snorkel/glassbottonm poat vusiness ls a concept
alt&;dy talked about—amongst the iandustry. There could be a sticker/license
issued under & limited entry progrsm with a substantisel anoual fee -$500.G0 or

so. There are virtually hundreds of boats commerciolly using Lhe resource

county-wide.

Another ccncept is the creation of a user fee--31.09 per person for tsking a
commercial passage to the reef. This alone could generate over two million.
dollars a year. REEF RELIEF does not think it out of line to recover a small
percentage of the gross generated from the resource if that money goes directly
back into protecting and preserving the resource and there are existing
sanctuary regulations which would permit such an arrangement. This would free
the Florida Keys sanctuary from the Congressional budget wars which the

sanctuaries face.
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Fage Five, REPLY OF CHAIG QUIROLO, REEF RELINF

4. Would you be in favor of a coupromise management plan with ;ﬁe tropical
fish collectors which would create non-consumptive areas on the main reefs,

while allowing collection on traasitional reefs?

A zone manaéement program wonld allow existing cousumptive aclivities such_as
tropical fish collection to take place. We stress the impartance of focusing
on the core zones for strict regulations and monitoring the watsr quality of

other asrea: within the sanctuary boundaries.

P
-




June 1, 199%0

Hon. Dennis M. Hertel, Chairman
Subcommittee on Oceancgraphy
and Great Lakes

Hon. Gerry E. Studds, Chairman _
Subcoamittee on Fisheries and -
Wildlife Conservation and the
Environment

U.8. House of Reprasentatives

Committea on Merchant Marine and Pisheries oo
Room 1334, Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20815-5230

Dear Messrs. Chairmen:

Thank you for forwarding your additional questions on H.R.
3719, the "Florida Keys Marine Sanctuary Act of 1990", and for
axtending the hearing record to responses.

I will address your further questions as asked:

"1, Some vitnesses have stated that KR 3719 does not go far
enough in ensuring protection. How do you react to that claim?"

Y oe—

I econcur wigh the observation. N

T think it needs to go further physically, for one thing. I
believe the Sanctuary designation should extend seaward to the
limit of territorial jurisdiction, and that it should, at a
minimum, additionally encompass all marine areas of Biscayne
National Park, Fort Jefferson National Monument, and Xey West,
gu:&onal Key Deer, and Great White Raron National wildlife

efuges . ’ ’ .

The measure should go further, too, in assuring protective
standards and practices for administration of the Sanctuary's
resources. ToO be an effective instrument in the state, federal
and local effort to halt dacline of ths Key's marine environment,
ths measure should more comprehensively express the intention of
the United States to help bring such a halt. It is nowvhere

4205 PONCE DB LEON BOULEVARD. CORAL GAKIRS FINRIMA 22148
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clearer than in the Florida Keys, that successful protection of
important natural resourceas requires the successful integration
of action at all levels of government with conservation goals for
the ecosystem. -

Your best intentions would be recognised by requiring
plans for the Sanctuary that reach and identify strongly relevant
isgues in its ecosystem; and then, by providing a means to assess
and diminish the impact of the United Statas' own actions on
sanctuary resources. I think the language of Section 7, of the
Senate bill 8. 2247, on comprehensive management planning, is an
appropriate response to the first of those needs, and that of its
Section 8, on federal program review, to the second.

Management of land use and water resources are areas where
the states have broad and indispensable rolaes, Congrass is
properly deferential to their execution of them. Congress bast
aids state processes in resource protaction where it describes
federal objectives within federal boundaries and supports
integration of those objectives in related decisions of state
authorities. Where the Nation adopts a standard of long-term
protaction and sustainable use for a critical resocurce, like the
marine environment of the Keys, it should measure its own actions
against its goals for that resource in all ordinary cases, and
limit its degradation of the resource in all cases but those of
neasured necessity. For those reasons we sugport anandment of
your measure to includc the languags of Sections 7 and 8 of
8.2247. :

%2, Are you concerned with continued damage to the reafs from
groundings by recreational keats? Haw fn ynn prapnae we addrass
recreational boaters?"

T am one of those racreational boaters, I frequently dive on
the reef tract, I count those experiences among the true joys of
livi andlworklnq wvhere I do, and I want them to continue. I
want 1t a lot.

~It's important enough in my life, that I feel obliged to
learn all I can about the resource, to refine my skills and my
gear so that I can usa the reef without damage, and to stay out
of cirocumstances that will harm me, others or tha environment.
Because the resource is important to the country, we ought to be
doing something like that as a country.

I can assure you that there is "continued damsage to the reef
from groundings by recreational boats", and from their litter and
other discharges. I see their tracks and junk on the reef and in
the seagrass beds, my dive gsear includes scissors for cutting
cluups of monofilament from coral, and it would not surprise me
to find that cumulative damage from recreational uses is greater
than froam ship groundings. )

\
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Protecting the rescurca from the myriad insults of
thoughtless play is more cosplicated than protecting it from ship
groundings. It means that education about its proper use and
management has to be sffectivaly extended to thousands of users,
many pretty casual, and soua pretty dumb. It means ve must
provlg. for active managemsnt of the resourca, sv as to reduce
the likvlilioud of damags, through méans like controlled mooring
and passage, and by temporal and spatial "zoning® of uses. If
good analysis supports good planning, it can come down to
decisions that will durably protect the rasource and its
opportunities for recreation: decisions that will be understood
and respected by users like me as preserving, not limiting, our
opportunities to get the best from it.

We recommend the highly public and highly comprehensive
planning process of 8. 2247's Section 7 as the best way to reach
such objectives. We muut "address recreational boaters® on tha
basis of resource impacts, as we 4o any other users, and, as with
others, reconcile their legitimate cbjectives to the prevention
of harm., I think that damage from recreational use can be
successfully avoided; there's no inherent need to damage natural
resources to have fun in the marine environment. I think the
public, including "recreational boaters" increasingly recognizes
that, and does not opp2se but seeks the support of public
agencies in such managament,

%3, Are you concerned that designation of a mirine sanctuary may
have unreasonable restrictions on recreational access or other
compatible accass"

The proposed Sanctuary area gets 3 lot of recreational use.
Accass to some of thuse uses iw nuw bulng llmltad by degradation
of the resource on which they are based. You can't catch a fish
that isn't there, or get much kick out of diving on the bleachad
bones of once-living coral. Reasonable restriotions are thosa
which permit uses compatible both with other human uses and with
long term resource protection; unreasonable restrictions include
those that foster basaless exclusions and those that fail of such
protection.

I see nothing in the MPRSA or in any version of the pending
bill to require unreasonable restrictions; I don't know of any
impulse on the part of any public or private organization to
1imit access for the hell of it: I think an open, comprehensive
planning process is the best defense against its unreasoned
applications I think the eatablishment of effective sanctuary
protection is needed if we and our children are going to have
anything to have access to.

"4, Do you believe all commercial traffic should be banned from
the area?" -

v
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No. H.R. 3719 has what amounts to a presumptive exclusion
of vessels carrying cargo and servicing offshore installations,
except in Coast Guard maintained channels and except where the
8ecratary makes an exprass regulatory determination to permit
them. We think that is a reasonable limitation, and that it
further limitations on such vessals or other commercial traffic -
prove necessary, thaey should arise from specific responses to
specific problems, through the process of comprehiensive
:anagennnt planning, and not through cttegorical restrictions by

ongress.

Sincerely,
AN

6 8 D. Webb

gional Director
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TESTIMONY
or . - -
TIMOTEY R. E. KEENEY
OFFICE OF OCEAN AND COASTAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
NATIONAL OCEAN SERVICE
NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION
.BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OCEANOGRAPHY AND THE GREAT LAKES
AND THE
SUBCOMMITTEE OF FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION
AND THE ENVIRONMENT
COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
MAY 10, 1990
re: H.R. 3719

Mr. Chairran and Members of the Subcommittees:

I au Tim Keeney, Director of the otficy of Ocean and Coastal
Resource Management (OCRM), National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration's (NOAA), U.S. Department of Commerce. I am
accompanied by Joseph Uravitch, Chief of OCRM's Marine and

Estuarine Hanageneﬁt Division.

I am pleased to be here today to relay to the Subcommittees
the Administration's support for efforts to further the
protection and management of the coral reefs off the Florida
Keys: and to provide Department of COnngrce views on H.R. 3719,
the "Florida Keys National Marine sanctu;ry Act of 1989", I want
to clearly state at the outset that the Administration opposes
Congressional interventicn into the marine sanctuary designation
process. The cu;ront procass of nomination, evaluation and
decignaﬁion works well and quurqs that all points ot.view are

considered. However, because Congress initiated the designation
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process for the Florida Keys vhen it passed the 1988 Amendments
of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA)
and the initial results of NOAA's area studies support
designation, we do not oppose this particular intexrvention. we

do oppose, however, any future Congressional intervention in the

designation process.

President Bush recently expressed how important he believed
it was to protect these reefs. While in ehe Florida Keys for”
Earth Day last month, he said, "The Florida coral reefs are one
of thi most diverse ecosystens in the world and a unique national
treasure. Protecting the reefs from damage, both from vessel
groundings and pollution, is imperative." He also recognized the
efforts of a local group of volunteers, Reef Relief, to protect

the reefs from anchor damage with his 123rd-Daily Point of Light

Awvard.

The Dopartqint of Commerce wishes to provide reconmendations
to Congressman Dante Fascell's bill,.H.R. 3719, ﬁhat we believe
may enhance the protection currently provided by the bill, as
well as clarify its relationship to the National Marine Sanctuary
Progran. We understand that the bill is undergoing revision to
coincide with legislation (8. 2247) introduced by Senator Bob
Graham of Florida, and to respond to public comments obtained

earlier this year.

—

Following the groundings of three large commercial vessels

6Ef the Florida Xeys ifi late 1989, and the resulting public
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outcry, H.R. 3719 ' was introduced as a means of addressing the
threat of such vessels running aground on the fragile coral
rur:.Q The bill would restrict certain commercial vessel traffic :'
in waters off the Plorida Keys out to the 300-foot isobath and
authorize penalties, "including vessel seizure and forfeiture, for:
violations. Nothing can quaran;c. that a large vessel will not -
run aground again, but the effect of this bill in deterring
future groundings will be significant. Vessel crews will
exercise more care in transiting the area and owners will be more
diligent in assuring the mechanical condition of their vessels

and the compstence of their crews.

A provision of H.R. 3719 requires the Secretary of
Transportation to subait a proposal to the International Maritime
Organization to establish an Area To Be Avoided (ATBA) in the
Florida Keys. NOAA has been closely involved with and fully
-upporti the ongoing efforts of the United States Coast Guard in B
developing an ATBA proposal to reduce the navigational hazatd--ot
the lhallow‘coral resfs to commercial shipping and other classes

of vessels.

NOAA concurs with the recognition of the unique nature of
the marine environments adjacent to the Florida Keys, as stated
in the bill's findings. The Florida Keys and their #urrounding
waters form an extremely sensitive and valuable marine ecosystem.
The coral reef acosystem is a complex ecological network

encompassing several closely interrelated terrestrial and aquatic
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habitats. The coral reefs are the most well-known of these
habitats and are vitally'inpirtant to the economy of the area.
The Florida Reef Tract is the third largest barrier reef system
ih the world and is unique in the coastal waters of the United
States. The rocky appearance of the slow-growing corals
disquises their surprisingly fragile nature. They thrive within
a very narrow range of environmental conditions and can be easily

damaged by physical impacts, as was demonstrated last year.

H.R. 3719 is a first step to deal with the hazards to the
Florida Keys posed by commercial vessel traffic, particularly the
laréer ships that have the potential for disastrous environmental
impacts. To be more effective, the bill should take advantage of
the comprehensive approach to the conservation and management of
specipl areas of tho‘narine environment found in Title III of the
MPRSA. The sanctuary designation standards and procedu;gs found
in thé MPRSA shéuld be incorporated to ensure that this
distinctive area will be protected for continued long-term
compatible human uses. This would ensure that the “unified
Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary" woulﬁ represent a true

National Marine Sanctuary, as defined by the MPRSA.

The coipr-honsivb management provisions of the MPRSA would
allow H.R. 3719 to go beyondwlarge veusﬁl groundings and address
some of the multitude of resocurce management issues facing the
Florida Keys. ﬁﬁnan activities on the reef, such as chronic

overuse, conflicts between different types of users, and
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' incompatible activities, also are having a deleterious effect on
the cogal reef ;n§1ronlont. NOAA shares the concerns voiced by
members of the public and numerous groups, whose calls for
additional protections inspired this legislation. 1In oxder to
address these concerns, a more comprehensive approach to the
protection and management of the Florida Keys on the part of
governmental and private bodies is required. Unfortunately,
although management nqcﬁcioa are recognizing the need for
coordinated action to achieve 1nprov¢d resource protection, no
single authority exists to prescribe the balance between
conlorvatgon and human use for onshore and offshore activities.
While the sanctuary program alone cannot resolve all the resource
' management problems facing the Florida Keys, it could provide a

large measure of added protection for the marine resources and

complement state and lccal efforts.

This additional protection would not be based solely on
rogﬁlation and enforcement, but rather would incorporate.
. management measures, such as mooring buoys that would all&w users
to visit the reefs without the risk of damage from anchoring,
education to encourage vise use of the marine environment, and
research to monitor resource quality and predict the effects of
continued use. NOAA has many years of experience in the
-ﬁcconl:u1 management of marine protected areas in the Florida
Keys. The existing Key largo and Looe Key National Marine
Sanctuaries have demonstrated the ecological and commercial

benefits of Wthuo areas for future génerations.
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Public perception of and appreciation for national marine
sanctuaries has never been hi&her. The multiple-use approach of
the National Marine Sanctuary Program has been the key to
ensuring resource protection while maintaining public enjoyment
and use. In Florida, NOAA has developed close links with user
groups, such as the dive industry, to encourage resource
protection both inside and outside the boundaries of the two
existiné sanctuaries. The efforts of Reef Relief to protect the

reef from anchor damage, which President Bush lauded last month,

were based on technology developed and tested in the sanctuaries.

NOAA is proud to aid groups like Reef Relief in their efforts to
protect the marine environment. We have provided training and
tochnical assistance gn mooring buoy programs, research and
educational efforts, onsite operations and many other aspects of
sanctuary managemenht to numerous countries seeking to establish

protected areas to preserve their marine resources.

Under the 1988 amendments to the MPRSA, NOAA was instructed
to study three areas in the Florida Keys and determine whether
they were approoriate for designation as national marine
sanctuaries. They are: -

¢ the area from American Shoal to the Marquesas Keys;

¢+ the area around Sombrero Key:; and

¢ the area betwean Alligator Reef and the Key Laxgo
National Marine Sanctuary.
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As part of its study mandate, NOAA has been reviewing a wide
variety of resource protection issues. Preliminary field surveys
were carried out during the summer of 1989. Initial indications
are that the resources in these areas would qualify for sanctuary
status and that management as a marine sanctuary would provide
improved resource protection. Further efforts related to the
site studies were delayed by the vessel groundings that prompted
H.R. 3719. These efforts were to include distribution of a
public participation package and follow-up workshops to gather
additional information on the natural resources, human uses and

level of impacts in the study areas.

The area identified under H.R. 3719 is substantially larger
than- the study sites, yet based on habitats present and existing
uses NOAA believes that this larger area would also qualify for
sanctuary status and would beneflt from management as a marine
sanctuary through improved resource protection. In this respect,
the concept of a unified Florida Keys National Marine Sanctuary
presented in H.R. 3719 has merit for the protection of all
offshore resources, but only if it includes the management
provisions authorized under the MPRSA, such as the development of
a comprehensive management plan. Therefore, we would support
efforts to revise the bill to allow the désignation of the
proposed area as a sanctuary and giving the Secretary of Commerce
the authority to promulgate regulations consistent with his
authority to regulate and manage national marina sanctuaries.

This would substamtiedly simplify and reduce the sanctuary



130

8
designation process. Shortening the designation process in this
manner would not circumvent the spirit of public involvement in
the process articulated in the MPRSA. This would include public
hearings and numerous opportunities for public input. Under the
National Environmental Policy Act and the Administrative
Procedures Act, NOAA would still be required to conduct

environmental analyses, publish draft regulations and seek public

comments.

Regarding the area proposed for designation under H.R. 3719,
NOAA concurs with the 300-foot isobath extent of tha boundary.
This provides a sufficient buffer from vessel traffic to protect
the reefs without creating undue navigational restrictions, or
new hazards to shipping. NOAA recommends that the westernmost
boundary of the area be Rebecca Shoal to eliminate any overlap
with an existing protected area, Fort Jefferson National
Monument. We alSv recvommend that the sanctuary boundary be
defined on the Gulf of Mexico side of the Florida Keys by
following the Ccast Guard's ATBA boundary back to Key West and
then using U.S. Route 1 as the landward boundary. Additional
consideration should be given to expanding the jurisdiction of
the Department of the Interior by extending the boundaries of
Biscayne National Park to the 300-foot isobath. We note that it
would be preferable to designate boundaries by latitude and

longitude.
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In conclusion, we believe that the coral reefs off the

Florida Keys merit the additional protection that Congressman
Fascell's bill would provide, as well as added benefits under
full national marine sahctuary status. The Administration is
committed to the conservation and sound effective management of
this valuable area in conjunction with state and local
governments. We look forward to reviewing the revised bill and
working with the Subcommittees in ensuring the preservation of

one of our Nation's most unique treasures.

This concludes my prepared statement. I will be glad to

answer any questions you may have.

O



